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CHAPTER I 
INTRODUCTION 
Statement of the Problem 
One fine day human society may realize that the part-time 
family, already a prominent part of our social landscape, 
has undergone a qualitative transformation into a system 
of mechanized and bureaucratized child rearing {since) an 
institutional environment can be ••. warmer than a family 
torn by obligations its members resent {Moore, 1960, 
pp. 393-4). 
The viability of the American family as an institution has become 
a matter of serious debate. Authors such as Cooper {1970) view the 
family as obsolete and barbaric and view its demise as not only 
inevitable but desirable. 
Many authors, such as Hobart {1971) and Ogburn {1968), have 
observed that the family has declined in importance as many of its 
functions have been taken over by·other sectors of society. Nimkoff 
{1965) and others note that while the family has lost many of its 
functions the degree and importance of the psychological functions 
have increased. Litwak and Szelenyi (1971) however, point out that 
the heavy reliance on the nuclear family for the fulfillment of affec-
tive functions produces an inherently weak structure. 
While much thought has been given to the vital subject of family 
functionality and a tremendous amount of speculative and theoretical 
literature has been accumulated, the question of functionality has, 
curiously, been neglected by researchers. The functionality of the 
1 
extended family has been investigated rather extensively, however, the 
functionality of the nuclear family itself has been left unexamined. 
Since functionality is vital for the very existence of the family, it 
is of utmost importance that this neglected area be examined. 
2 
Hobart (1961) states that rather than consciously giving up their 
functions, families have simply let them be eroded away as they are 
taken over by institutions. He views the problem as one of confused and 
misplaced values, which put social efficiency above personal loving 
involvement. With more knowledge of the nature and importance of l family functions, families of the future will, perhaps, be able to 
recognize the cost of the continued loss of family functions for the \ 
sake of social efficiency and be able to make rationaJ___s!1.9ices based ) 
on their systems of values. Without understanding of this vital aspect 
of family·life, there can be no alternative but the continued slipping 
away of functions leaving the family weakened at a time of rapid social 
change when the stability and direction which a strong family can pro-
vide are greatly needed. 
Central to the stability of a strong family is a strong sense of 
commitment. Commitment is a complex process whereby individuals will-
ingly give their energy and loyalty to social relations which are seen 
as self-expressiveo Committed family members work hard, participate 
actively, derive love and affection from the family, and believe 
strongly in what the family stands for. Through commitment, person 
and family are inextricably linked. The problem of commitment is thus 
crucial to the survival of the family. Kanter (1968) states that many 
of the social problems in our society are seen as stemming from a lack 
of commitment. 
3 
Parsons (1951) has theorized that an individual 1 s personality is 
the sum total of his 11 selections 11 o_r commitments. The far reaching 
_______ .:...----.. -~·--~· -·-· -
importance of the concept of commitment is discussed by Gouldner (1960): 
It seems obvious that the problem of organizational commit-
ment involves an issue of basic sociological interest con-
cerned as it is with the diverse ways in which individuals 
attach themselves to groups. In one way or another many 
investigations, including research in group cohesiveness, 
integration, influence, and morale either are implicitly 
premised on, or explicitly use this concept as a dependent, 
independent, or interven1ing variable, It seems likely, 
therefore, that the identification of distinct forms of 
organizational commitment will increase our knowledge about 
some of the basic group process (pp. 169-70). 
Becker (1960) states that the term commitment has been often used 
in regard to a wide range of phenomena, but: 
In spite of its widespread use, the appearance of the con-
cept of co1TTI1itment in sociological literature has a curious 
feature the reader with an eye for trivia will have noticed, 
In articles studied with citations to previous literature 
on such familiar concepts as power and social class, commit-
ment emerges unscathed by so much as a single reference. 
This suggests what is in fact the case: there has been 
little formal analysis on the concept of commitment and 
little attempt to integrate it explicitly with current 
sociological theory., .. The ultimate remedy for this 
injustice will be a classification and clarification of 
the whole family of images involved in the idea of co1TTI1it-
ment (p. 32). 
While some tentative steps have been made in the direction of 
formulating a theoretical framework for understanding the commitment 
process, much is left to be done. There has been little attempt to 
utilize the concept of co1TTI1itment in organizational research (Kanter, 
1968). The commitment process as it operates in the family has never 
been systematically studied (Hilsdale, 1962). Since commitment is 
central to the understanding of both human motivation and to the 
very existence of the family, an understanding of the ways in which 
an individual commits himself to a family and those things which 
fac_iJ_ij:_~~e this commitment could be of.:9.reat value in streng_~~e-~i~~ 
family 1 ife. 
-··--·---
4 
Americans are getting married with greater frequency than ever 
before. This is often seen as an indication of the increasing signifi-
cance of companionship and emotional security within the family today. 
The family, despite the loss of many of its functions remains an 
attractive vision for the overwhelming majority of Americans. The ever 
spiraling divorce rates, however, suggest that the goals implicit in 
the vision are often unattained. A greater understanding of the func-
tionality of the family, the role it plays in meeting the needs of the 
family members, and commitment, the process whereby the individual and 
family are joined together, are vital for an understanding of those 
things which'create strong families. 
Purpose of the Study 
The overall purpose of this study was to examine the degree of 
functionality, commitment, and the presence of commitment mechanisms 
in families and to examine the interrelationships among these factors, 
the relationship of these factors to marital need satisfaction and to 
selected sociological variables. 
The specific purposes of this study were: 
1. To develop an instrument, the Family Functionality Scale (FFS}, 
to measure the individual 1s perceptions concerning the degree 
of functionality which characterizes his nuclear family. The 
following three areas of functionality will be measured by 
this instrument. 
A. Instrumental functionality which includes those functions 
concerned with the physical maintenance of the family. 
B, Affective functionality which includes those functions 
concerned with the emotional maintenance of the family. 
C. Moral functionality which includes those functions con-
cerned with the maintenance of family and social values, 
5 
purposes, directions, and meanings, including the sociali-
zation process of children. 
2. To develop an instrument, the Family Commitment Scale (FCS), 
to measure the individual 1 s degree of total commitment to the 
family. This instrument will measure the following three types 
of commitment: 
A, Instrumental commitment which is commitment to remain 
within and maintain the family. 
B. Affective commitment which is emotional attachment to the 
members of the family. 
C, Moral commitment which is commitment to the values and 
expectations of the family. 
3. To develop an instrument, ·the Family Commitment Mechanism 
Scale (FCMS), to measure the degree to which commitment 
mechanisms are present in the individual 1s relationship to 
his family. This instrument will measure the following ~ix 
commitment proc~sses which were identified by Kanter (1972): 
-----~' •\ ~-.. ~"{~ A. Sacrifice in which a member gives up something as a price 
of membership in the family. 
B. Investment in which a member commits his time, energy, J 
and money to the family. 
C. Renunciation in whicF a member relinguishes relationships 
that are potentially disruptive to family cohesion. 
6 
D. Communion in which a member connects himself to the group, 
mingling the self in the group. 
E. Mortification in which a member reduces his sense of a 
separate, private, unconnected ego, taking on an identity 
based on his membership in the family. 
F. Transcender:ice in-which a member comes to feel that the 
--:------... ,.___ ____ 
family is a part of something greater than itself. 
4. To examine the following hypotheses: 
A. There is no significant relationship between the degree 
of fam~ly commitment and sex, age, the number of years 
married~ the number of children, socio-economic status, 
religious preference, type of religious orientation, 
degree of religious orientation, and the wife's employ-
ment status. 
B. (1) There is a significant-positive-association between 
the degree of commitment and the degree of presence of 
commitment mechanisms. 
(2) There.is no significant association between the degree 
of instrumental commitment and the degree of presence of 
instrumental commitment building processes. 
(3) There is no significant association between the degree 
of affective commitment and the degree of presence of 
affective commitment building processes~ 
(4) There is no significant association between the degree 
of moral commitment and the degree of presence of moral 
7 
commitment building processes. 
C. There is a significant positive association between the 
degree of commitment and the degree of marital need satis-
faction. 
D. There is no significant association between the degree of 
commitment .and the degree of functionality in the family. 
E. There is no significant association between the degree of 
functionality and the degree of presence of commitment 
mechanisms. 
F. There is a significant positive association between the 
degree of functionality and the degree of marital need 
satisfaction. 
G. There is no significant relationship between the degree 
of marital need satisfaction and sex, age, the number of 
years married, the number of children, socio-economic 
status, religious preference, type of religious orientation, 
degree of religious orientation, and the wife's employment 
status. 1 
lsecause need satisfaction is an integral part of the theoretical 
framework of the commitment process utilized in this study, the socio-
logical variables related to marital need satisfaction will be examined 
in detail. This examination will be undertaken in order to determine 
if the relationship between marital need satisfaction and various 
sociological variables are consistent with the relationship between 
family commitment and the same sociological variables. 
CHAPTER II 
REVIEW OF LITERATURE 
Commitment 
While it is central to the existence of the family and other 
social structures; the concept of commitment has received very little 
attention by theorists or researchers. The area of commitment to the 
family has been almost totally neglected in current research. 
Hobart {1961} discusses the urgent need for commitment in the 
family. ·There ·are many ·factors -in modern American society which tend 
to weaken the family. Many of these factors limit the quality and 
duration of other interpersonal relationships. He notes: 
The very importance of·these·manifold·relationships 
heightens the need for·some relationships which are 
dependable; which can be; invariably; counted on; which 
will not·be weakened or destroyed by the incessant mov-
ing about of people. Such ·secure relationships can 
only be found~ given the structural peculiarities of 
our society today, within the family. Actualization 
of this security within the family depends upon commit-
ment, a commitment symbolized in the phrase 11 in sick-
ness and in health, for b~tter or for worse, for richer 
or for poorer, til 1 death do you part 11 { p. 48}. · 
He finds that the unconditional commitment of family members which is 
the manifestation of love and concern is directly challenged by the 
success and achievement values of the society, which imply that a person 
is valued because of what he owns and what he achieves rather than 
because of what he is. 
8 
9 
Hilsdale (1962) in a study ·of ·the ·individual 1 s personalized image 
of marriage found that there were·two·types of personal ·commitment: 
ideal and existential. Ideal commitment is the commitment to the goal 
or ideal of marriage. The ideal ·for marriage is a permanent and exclu-
sive union. In existential commitment to marriage the individual recog-
nizes that something might go wrong, ·and the individual commits himself 
to making an attempt at the ideal goal yet recognizes that he may not 
achieve it. In existential commitment the individual binds himself 
only to making a serious effort at living as husband and wife, knowing 
th.at if love or understanding die and life together becomes intolerable, 
he can end the marriage and try again. 
Gouldner {1960) in a study of organizational commitment defines 
commitment as 11 ••• those kinds of constraints which are generated by 
the actor's own.motivations, orientations, and behaviors 11 (p. 469). 
She discovered that commitment-to the specific values of an organiza-
tion is distinct from commitment to the organization as a whole. 
Commitment is not a homogeneous and unidimensional variable but is a 
multidimensional phenomenon. 
Becker (1960) states that the concept of commitment has been fre-
quently used by sociologists as a variable to explain 11 consistent 
behavior. 11 · He identifies three characteristics of this type of behavior: 
(a) it persists over some period of time; (b) it involves great diver-
si·ty of·activities which are seen by the actor as activities which, 
whatever·their external diversity; serve him in pursuit of his goal; 
and (c) a rejection by the actor of-other feasible alternatives, 
Commitment involves the making of 11 sicle bets. 11 The major elements 
of Becker's {1960) side bet theory of commitment are: {a) prior aj'tions 
! 
10 
of the person staking some originally extraneous interest on his follow-
ing a consistent line of activity, {b) a recognition by him of the 
involvement of this originally extraneous interest in his present 
activity, and {c) the resulting consistent line of activity. There 
are numerous ways, many indirect, in which side bets are made. Since 
side bets involve values, it is necessary to discover the systems of 
value within which the mechanisms and processes of commitment operate. 
Becker notes the limitations of his conception of commitment and calls 
for further efforts.in the development of this concept. 
Sherif and Sherif {1964) state that attachments among individual 
members of a group are patterned with respect to effective initiative 
or control, mutual liking, and particular functions in activities 
which are positively related to the motivations of the members. 
Parsons, Shils, Allport, Kluckhohn, Murry, Sears, Sheldon, 
Stouffer, and Tolman {1951) state that the orientations of action of 
the individual to social objects entails selection and possibly choice 
among alternatives. This means that the processes which determine 
whether or not an individual will become committed, as well as the 
type and degree of commitment, to persons or groups {social objects) 
involve selection and perhaps choice between alternative possibilities 
for commitment. An orientation of action is the way in which one 
orients himself in relation to a person or group in terms of his 
commitment. An individual with a positive orientation of action toward 
his family would be committed to it. An individual who has a negative 
orientation of _action toward his family would be uncommitted or even 
hostile toward it. 
11 
According to Parsons, et al. (1951), orientations discriminate 
among objects and describe their value to the individual in terms of 
their relevance to the satisfaction of his drives. Cathectic orienta-
tions represent an emotional state with respect to persons or groups 
with commitment to objects which are gratifying and rejection of 
those which are noxious. Evaluative orientations refer to standards 
of judgment which may be either cognitive standards of truthfulness, 
appreciative standards of appropriateness (on an emotional level), or 
moral standards of rightness. 
Kanter (1972), in her study of commitment in 19th century American 
utopian communities, states that the primary issue which a utopian 
community must face in order to have the strength and solidarity to 
endure is one of commitment. Committed members work hard, participate 
actively, derive love and affection from the group, and believe strongly 
in what the group stands for. She defines commitment as: 
The willingness of people to do What will help maintain the 
group because it provides what they need. In sociological 
terms, commitment means the attachment of the self to the 
requirements of social relations that are seen as self-
expressive (p. 66). 
She identifies three aspects of a social system that involve commit-
ment: · continuance, cohesion, and social control. These are three 
analytically distinct problems with potentially independent solutions. 
In specific situations or social systems, any one of these threeproblems 
may be of paramount importance. A person orients himself to a social 
-- ......... ,. ..... .,,. ...... -..-.~,~·~~·.......-···-,,··......_-~..,--
~J.~.!~~_j_!!s tr_ym~rLt.tll.Y, ~-~ 1 y, aD._~ mora 11 y; 
••• he orients himself with respect to the rewards· and costs 
involved in participating in the system, witnrespect··to 
his emotional atta1=hment to the people in the system, and 
with respect to the moral compellingness of the norms and 
beliefs of the system (p. 68). 
12 
These relate to the three processes by which an individual orients 
himself to a social object; cognition, cathection, and evaluation, 
developed by Parsons, et al. (195l)o 
A system can organize itself in such a way as to maximize its 
positive value for the person around each orientation, and if it does, 
it gains commitment in the three areas that are essential for the 
maintenance of the system. There are three types of commitment (Kanter, 
1972), each of which has different consequences for the system and for 
the individual. 
l. Positive cognition or instrumental commitment will tend to 
produce groups which will hold their memberso The individual 
will tend to become invested in it and find his membership 
rewardingo 
2. Positive cathexis or affective commitment will tend to produce 
. 
groups with strong emotional bonds which can withstand threats 
to its existence. The individual will gain strong social ties, 
relatedness, and a sense of belonging, 
3o Positive evaluation or moral commitment will produce groups 
which obey the authority of the group, and support its valueso 
The individual will gain purpose, direction, and meaning, a 
sense that his acts stem from essential values. 
The group which produces all three types of conmitment, that is, total 
commitment, will be most successful in its maintenance and in the main-
tenance of its members. 
A group may organize itself to promote and sustain the three kinds 
of commitment. According to Kanter (1972), for each commitment there 
are two processes at work: the reduction of the value of other possible 
13 
coITDTiitments and the increase in the value of commitment to the group. 
~~~so_!!._ mu~j ___ thus_g_!_~~-~p--~-~~~~r:!g as \'!_~_lJ_ __ i!§_ .. 9~_t_~_~me~ i n~t_i_I!. 
order to be committed. Commitment involves choice, the discrimination 
·------··--········-···---------·-------·· •········--·---·-"""''·-····--·---··· •·«······ ...•.. • ..• 
and selection of possible cqurses of action • 
. .,~. ""'""""'" ,.,. .. ,,,. . " .~,._.,,. . .....,,_, .... _ .... -.., ... .,~,, 
The strength of commitment depends upon the extent to which a 
group contains or institutes processes that increase the unity, coher-
ence, and possible gratification of the group itself, at the .same time 
that it reduces the value of other possibilities. Thus, there are six 
commitment building processes (Kanter, 1972), a detaching process and 
a securing process for each of the three types of commitments: 
1. The process of sacrifice asks members to give up something as 
a price of membership. It is the detaching process of instru-
mental commitment. 
2. Through the proc~ss of investment the individual commits his 
11 profit 11 to the group, so that leaving it would be costly. 
Investment can be a simple economic process involving tangible 
resources or it c~n involve intangibles like time and energy. 
It is the securing process of instrumental commitment. 
3. Renunciation involves the relinguishing of relationships that 
are potentially disruptive to group cohesion, thereby heighten-
ing the relationship of the individual to the group. It is the 
detaching process of affective commitment. 
4. Connectedness, belonging, participation in a whole mingling of 
the self in the group, equal opportunity to contribute and to 
benefit, all are part of communion. It is the securing process 
of affective commitment. 
v 
• 
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5. · Mortification processes provide a new identity for the 
person that is based on the power and meaningfulness of group 
membership; the processes reduce his sense of a separate, pri-
vate, unconnected ego, They facilitate a moral conmitment on 
the part of the person to accept the control of the group, 
binding his inner feelings and evaluations to the group's 
norms and beliefs. It induces openness and trust. It is the 
detaching process of moral commitment. 
6. Transcendence is the process whereby a person comes to feel that 
the group is part of something greater than itself. It is the 
securing process of moral commitment. 
Commitment mechanisms are concrete practices that help generate 
and sustain the commitment of the members to the group. Every aspect 
of group life has implications for commitment which can function to 
increase commitment or have no value for commitment. Kanter (1972) 
found in her study of 19th century communes that the presence of 
commitment mechanisms was positively related to the conmunities' 
endurance. 
Functionality of the American Family 
Parsons and Bales (1955) view the American family as 11 isolated" 
and 11 nuclear." With increasing technological change has come increasing 
specialization. This has resulted in the transfer of many family func-
tions to institutions outside of the kinship group. According to Par-
sons and Bales (1955), the family has become almost completely function-
less and, for its members, retains only the functions of ·the socializa-
tion of children and the stabilization of adult personalities. Parsons 
15 
(1971) states that 11 The process by which non-kinship units become of 
prime importance in a social structure inevitably entails 1 loss of 
function• on the part of some or even all of the kinship units 11 (p. 9). 
Linton (1971) states that the outstanding feature of modern Ameri-
can kinship is the almost complete breakdown of the consunaguine family 
as a functional unit. 11 The average city dweller recognizes his extended 
ties of relationship only in the sending of Christmas cards and in the 
occasional practice of hospitality to visiting kin 11 (pp. 63-4). 
Sussman and Burchinal (1971) find that because of the existence 
of modern communication and transportation systems which facilitate 
interaction among members, the extended family is still feasible. They 
note that while the theory stresses .the social isolation and social 
mobility of the nuclear family, 
••• findings from empirical studies reveal an existing and 
functioning extended-kin family system closely integrated 
within a network of relationships and mutual assistance 
along bilateral kinship lines and encompassing several 
generations (p. 99). 
Sussman (1953) in a study of help patterns in 97 middle class 
families found a high degree of financial assistance between parents 
and their adult children, often given in indirect ways. He further 
found that the existence of economic cooperation between generational 
families paralleled closer relationships between them. Thus families 
which had strongly functional ·relationships were found to be closer 
than those which were less functional. Ferkiss (1969) while noticing 
the loss of functionality in many.areas, states that the extended kin-
ship group continues to provide material and emotional support to its 
members. 
16 
In a study of kinship patterns .in London, Djamour and Firth (1956) 
conclude that in the final analysis kin interaction and preference were 
a matter of personal preference more than simply a matter of relation-
ship. Personal preference and interaction were strongly related to the 
functionality of the relationship. 
Many investigators emphasize the extent to which U.S. and British 
urban families of the working and middle classes are not isolated. They 
find that these families although·nuclear, engage in considerable inter-
action with kin households and that this interaction not only provides 
a large part of .the off-the-job social life of the family members but 
also provides instrumental aid in illness and at other times of crisis 
and need. The extended family, .therefore, retains a considerable degree 
of functionality (Townsend, 1957; Young and Willmott, 1957; Li twak, 1960; 
Key, 1961; Mitchell, 1961; Rogers and Leichter, 1964). Sussman and 
Burchinal (1962a; 1962b) and Goode (1963) have summarized much of this 
l i tera ture. 
Goode (1963) synthesizes two points of view by stating that while 
the social forces of industrialization and urbanization seem to be 
altering the family in the direction of some type of conjugal family 
pattern, 11 ••• toward fewer kinship ties with distant relatives and a 
greater emphasis on the 1 nuclear 1 family unit of couple and children'' 
(p. 1), this change is not absolute. "The extended kin network continues 
) to function and to include a wide range of kin who share with one 
another, see one another frequently, and know each other" (p. 75). 
Winch and Blumberg (1968) state that when a system becomes-com-
pletely functionless, it ceases to exist. There is considerable 
variation in the degree of functionality from family to family and 
17 
within a single family over a period of time. 
Homans (1950) notes that the term function has been used in two 
different ways. First, it has been used to refer to consequences of 
activities which contribute to the survival of social systems as 
systems, and second, to consequences of activities that meet the needs 
of individuals. Winch (1963) has integrated both of these uses into 
a single two sided concept of function as both system-serving and 
individual-serving. 
Wi!J_~b __ .0~~2J argues that the consequerices of functi°'ri_s __ .. C:<:inJl.~ 
vi~_~d __ A~_x!;L~Q_µr.ce?, that when. cathected (internalized by the individual 
b-~~~--tb~Y. iff~.9t(ltifY1119J_.~~fQr:iJ~ .. !'~w~.r.:[s. The person or group which 
exercises control over resources has the potential capability to influ-
ence the behavior of others. He al SJLmakes __ the distinction between 
---~--- - -- --·~" .. ' - - ., . . 
instrumental functions such as the reproductive and economic and 
the expressive functions such as the religious, socializing, and emo-
tionally gratifying functions. 
Farmer (1970) states 11 ••• the continued existence and influence of 
the family as a social institution is accounted for in terms of the 
functions it performs on behalf of society and which contribute to the 
maintenance of society 11 (p. 14). Ogburn (1968) also states that the 
family is bound together by its functions. If the functionality of 
the family did not exist, there would be no family. 
Hobart (1961), observing the family from an institutional perspec-
tive, sees it as weakening, largely because of misplaced values which 
cause the family to allow its functions to be taken over by institu-
tions. The family is no longer a necessary economic unit, and only 
continues to· provide for the socialization of children ary~ for 
,, 
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companionship, yet even in these two functions, the family is abdicating 
its significance to impersonal institutions outsi.de the family. 
Good (1964) identifies five functions of the family: (a) reproduc-
tion of the young, (b) physical maintenance of family members, (c) 
social placement of the child, (d) socialization, and (e) social con-
trol. He finds that 11 The strategic significance of the family is to 
be found in its mediating function in the larger society. It links the 
individual to the larger social structure 11 (p. 2) . 
...;' Farmer (1970) lists six functions of the family: (a) reproduction, 
f!Jv~. 
UJ)'_J Sl'-'•rlctL 
{ 
f:{l' - t< . 
(b) socialization of children, (c) education--at least of young children, 
(d) social control--teaches the limits of tolerated behavior, (e) molds 
taste (aesthetic, etc.) and (f) status giving. 
Ogburn (1968) maintains that the dilemma of the modern family is 
due to its loss of function and notes that prior to modern times the 
power and prestige of the family was due to the seven functions it 
performed which served to bind the family together: (a) economic, (b) 
status giver, (c) education, (d) protection, (e) religious function, 
(f) recreation, and (g) affection and procreation, 
Goode (1968) states that although one form of family organization 
is being transformed into another type, the major functions of the 
family remain the same and continue as a foundation of the larger 
societal structure. He emphasizes the function of 11 emotional mainte-
nance11 as being of increasing importance as a function of the family. 
Porterfield (1962) attempts to identify expectations of marriage 
function which are universal and not limited to one culture: (a) 
cultural recognition of family and children, (b) protection against 
outsiders and (c) care for the aged. Murdock (1949) gleans four 
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universal family functions from anthropological material: (a) reproduc-
tion, (b) sex, (c) socialization~ and·(d) economic cooperation. Cavan 
(1969) sees the family as weakened by its loss of social functions. 
The functions which she identifies as remaining are: (a) companionship, 
(b) love, (c) sexual satisfaction, (d) children, (e) security, (f) per-
sonality formation for children, (g) socialization for the adolescent, 
and (h) material needs and utilitarian functions. 
Brin (1968) discusses the importance of the family in the inculca-
tion of patterns of sexual behavior appropriate to the individual, the 
family, and the society. 
Cooper (1970) calls for the end of the family and identifies four 
functions and factors operating in the family, all of which serve to 
deprive our acts of any genuine spontaneity~ (a) the glueing together 
of people based on the sense of one's own.incompleteness, (b) the forma-
tions of roles for its members rather than the laying down of conditions 
for the free assumption of identity, (c) as primary socializer of the 
child the family instills social controls in its children that are 
patently more than the child needs to navigate his way through life, 
and (d) instilation of an elaborate system.of taboo in each child. 
Farber (1964) notes that the most frequently named functions are: 
(a) reproduction, (b) biological maintenance, (c) socialization, (d) 
economic cooperation, and (e) status ascription. 
Ferkiss (1969) states that contraception makes the traditional 
family simply one among many possible ways of ordering sexual relations 
without disrupting society, and paves the way for real emancipation and 
equality for women. He also notes that the lessened economic signifi-
cance of the family as a productive unit, the increasing encroachment 
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upon children's time of a variety of educational institutions, and the 
growing moral influence of the peer group, have led many sociologists to 
predict that the family as it has been will become extinct. 
Parsons (1971) suggests that there has been a transfer of a variety 
of functions from the nuclear family to other structures of the society, 
especially the occupationally organized sectors of it. He states: 
This means that the family has become a more specialized 
agency than before, probably more specialized than it has 
been in any previously known society. This represents a 
decline of certain features which traditionally have been 
associated with families; but whether it represents a 
11 decline of the family 11 in a more general sense is another 
matter; we think not (p. 49). 
Rather than declining, the family has become more specialized but not 
less important because the society is more exclusively dependent on it 
for the performance of certain of its vital functions. In the early 
thirties, Elmer (1932) stated that functions which were formerly the 
province of the family had been taken over by institutions. Those 
remaining were primarily the affective functions. 
Nimkoff (1965) notes that there has been a tendency toward an 
equalitarian status of husband and wife. Socialization of children is 
shared with outside agencies and personal happiness has come to be 
regarded as the key to a successful family. Economic ties within the 
family, with more women working outside the home, have weakened, thus 
there is greater reliance on ties of psychological interdependence. 
Ryder (1974) states that the obligation of the conjugal family to 
provide its individual members with emotional support increases in 
salience with the level of economic development. He maintains that: 
The consequences of participation in the organized society 
give the conjugal family particular importance for individ-
ual well-being. The competitive and impersonal environment 
of an occupational structure (for the adult) ·or of an educa-
tional structure (for the child) is psychologically burden-
some because it asks much of the individual in discipline 
and returns little in psychological security. The adequate 
functioning of individuals in the economic system, and thus 
of the system itself, requires effective maintenance of their 
emotional equilibrium. The conjugal family serves as an 
oasis for the replenishment of the person, providing the 
individual with stable~ diffuse and ·largely,unquestioning 
support, assuaging the bruises of defeat and otherwise 
repairing whatever damage may have been done in the achieve-
ment oriented struggles of the outside world (pp. 127-8). 
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Ryder (1974) notes that the bonds between husband and wife are inherently 
fragile since emotionality alone is an unstable foundation for an endur-
ing arrangement. He further points out that many of the traditional 
structural supports which link parent and child have now largely 
. vanished. 
L itwak and Szel enyi (1971) point out that a key structural feature 
of the isolated nuclear family is its lack of human resources. The 
heavy reliance on the nuclear family for the fulfillment of affective 
functions creates many problems. Because .the nuclear family is limited 
in size, it is ·limited in its ability to deal with tension management 
problems between the husband and wife, in which neither adult is able 
to provide succor to the other. Thus the family's isolation combined 
with its extreme self-reliance for the affective functions can place 
severe strains on family relationships. 
Young (1973) notes that in a time of rapid cultural change such as 
I 
we are now experiencing, the family in its 11 splendid isolation 11 is 
extremely vunerable. It is unable to fill all of the functions. 
necessary for the maintenance of its members. 
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Family Strength and Marital Satisfaction 
Otto (1971) finds that family strength is th-e' end product of a 
series of ever-changing factors·or components. These components are 
fluid, interacting, and related. He identifies eleven strengths which, 
taken as an aggregate, result in family strength: 
1. The ability to provide for the physical, emotional, 
and spiritual needs of a family. 
2. The ability to be sensitive to the needs of the family 
members. 
3. The ability to communicate. 
4. The ability to provide support, security, and encouragement. 
5. The ability to establish and maintain growth-producing 
relationships within and without the family. 
6. The capacity to maintain and create constructive and 
responsible community relationships in the neighbor-
hood and in the school, town, local and state 
governments. 
7. The ability to grow.with and through children. 
8. An ability to perform family roles flexibly. 
9. An ability for self-help, and the ability to accept 
help when appropriate. 
10. Mutual respect for the individuality of family members. 
11. A concern for family unity, loyalty, and interfamily 
cooperation (pp. 278-279). 
Reeder (1973) developed a model of family characteristics hypothe-
sized as being operationally helpful for problem-solving behavior in 
families with a mentally retarded child. The successful family: (a) 
is integrated into society; (b) maintains an internal focus of author-
ity, decision-making and emotional investment; (c) has ties of affec-
tion and support among all members; ( d) has open channels of 
corrmunication; (e) has a centralized authority structure to coordinate 
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problem-solving efforts; (f) has the ability to-communicate and evaluate 
conflicting ideas according to their intrinsic merit rather than the 
status of their source; (g) is able to reach a consensus on family 
goals and related role allocations and expections; and (h) prefers 
specific value orientations. 
Anthony (1969) states that the family with a strong background 
responds to difficulties by pooling its resources and working out the 
most constructive solutions together. 
Navran (1967) noted significant differences between happily married 
couples and unhappily married couples. Happily married couples: 
(a) talk more to each other; (b) convey the feelings that 
they understand what is being said to them; (c) have a 
wider range of subjects available to them; (d) preserve 
communication channels and keep them open; (e) show more 
sensitivity-to each other's feelings; (f) personalize their 
language symbols; and (g) make more use of supplementary 
nonverbal techniques of communication (p. 182). 
Chilman and Meyer (1966) found that in a group of undergraduate 
students, love and companionship in marriage received a far higher 
rating from-the married group than sex satisfaction, living conditions, 
and academic pursuits. Levinger·(l964) discovered that both husband and 
wife place a higher value on the affective aspects of task performance 
than on the instrumental aspects. 
Leninger (1968) in a study of divorce applicants found that spouses 
in middle-class marriages were more concerned with psychological and 
emotional interaction, while the lower-class partners were more con-
cerned with financial problems and unstable physical actions of their 
partners. This suggests that until the instrumental needs are met in 
marriage, the partners cannot be concerned with the psychological and 
emotional aspects of marriage. 
Cuber and Harroff (1963) found that stable marriages are not 
always stable because they are ·satisfying. They note that a 
••• 
11 stable 11 married pair may on the one hand be deeply ful-
filled people, living vibrantly, or at the other extreme 
entrapped, embittered, resentful people, living lives of 
duplicity in an atmosphere of hatred and despair (p. 141). 
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They suggest that one reason for the stability of unsatisfying marriages 
might be a lack of attractive alternatives. 
Levinger (1965), theorizing on marital cohesiveness, states that: 
The strength of the marital relationship is proposed to 
be a direct function of hypothetical attraction and 
barrier forces inside the marriage, and an·inverse.func-
tion of such influences from alternate relationships 
(p. 28). 
From an extensive review of the literature, he identifies three major 
factors in cohesion: affectional rewards, barrier strength, and 
~------·-----~·-·-··-···~~-. 
alternate attraction. 
Affectional rewards (Levinger, 1965) include esteem for spouse, 
desire for companionship, and sexual enjoyment; socio-economic rewards 
include husband's income, home ownership; ·husband's education, and 
husband's occupation; and similarity in social status, which includes 
religion, education~ and age. 
Levinger (1965) also identified three major sources of 11 barrier 
strength 11 (the barriers which hold the individual within the group): 
feelings of obligation to dependent·children and to the marital bond; 
moral proscriptions including proscriptive identification with religion 
and joint church attendance; and external pressures including primary 
group affiliations, community stigma either rural or urban, and legal 
and economic barriers. 
25 
Levinger-(1965) identified two sources of alternate attraction: 
affectional rewards including a preferred-alternate sex partner, disjunc-
tive social relations, and opposing-religious affiliations; and economic 
rewards including the wife's opportunity for independent incomeo 
Correlates of Marital Happiness 
and Satisfaction 
Luckey (1960) found that satisfaction in marriage is related to 
the congruence of the husband 1·s self-concept and that held of him by 
his wife. The same relationship does not exist for the wife. 
Stuckert (1963) also found that it is important for marital satis-
faction that the wife have an accurate perception of her husband, but 
that there was not an important relationship between satisfaction and 
the husband's perception of his wifeo For wives, marital satisfaction 
correlated highest with the extent-to which their perception of their 
husband's expectations correlated with the husband's actual expectations. 
For the husbands, similarity between-their own role concepts and 
expectations and those of their wives is the single most important 
factor in marital happinesso 
Katz, Goldstein, Cohen, and Stucker (1963) found a positive rela-
tionship between marital happiness and the favorableness of the husband's 
self-descriptiono Burr (1971) found that role discrepancies explain a 
considerable amount of variat;ion in marital satisfaction. In addition, 
evidence was found that it is meaningful to take this important variable 
into account in understanding the relationship between role discrepancy 
and marital satisfactiono Hurvitz (1965) found that wives conform more 
26 
to their·husband's expectations than do·the ·husbands to the expectations 
of their wives. 
Kolb and Straus (1974} found that families above the median in 
husband-to-wife power tend to be high in marital happiness but no 
difference in marital happiness was found when. families with low-power 
and high-power wives were· compared. High parent-to-child power was 
associated with high marital happiness, but high child-to-parent power 
was associated with low marital happiness~ 
Blood and Wolf (1960) found that an important source of marital 
I/ 
satisfaction for the wife is the husband's prestige or social standing ~t~ 
in the community. The higher the status, the greater was the wife's 
satisfaction. 
Axelson (1963} found that marital adjustment was poorer when the 
wife works outside the home. It was also poorer when the wife works 
full time rather than part time. Nye (1961} discovered that marriages 
of employed mothers were more likely to be characterized by conflict. 
The husband's ·disapproval of his wife's ·status, either working or 
not working, was related to poor marital adjustment. 
Hurley and Palonen (1967} found evidence that the higher the ratio 
of children per years of marriage, the less satisfactory the marital 
experience will be. Luckey (1966}, however, found no relationship 
between the number of children and marital satisfaction. 
Landis and Landis (1963} in a study of couples married an average 
of 20 years found that the care and discipline of children ranked next 
to sexual adjustment among those problems for which couples had not 
reached a mutually satisfactory adjustment. Figley (1973} noted a 
dramatic decrease in marital adjustment and marital communication during 
the childrearing period. A low point was reached in the marital rela-
tionship in the period just prior to the departure of the children 
from the home. Gould (1975) found a decrease in positive perceptions 
of marriage between the ages of 22 and 51 with the lowest point reached 
at about age 35. In a comparison of couples who had a child with those 
who did not, Ryder (1973) found that wives who had a child felt that 
their husbands were not paying enough attention to them. 
delissovoy (1973) in a longitudinal study of high risk marriages 
found that a kin network of economic and psychological support and 
church activities were found to produce marriage sustaining forces. 
Lee (1974) found a positive correlation between normlessness and marital 
dissatisfaction. Zimmerman and Cervantes (1960) found that successful 
American Families allow into their homes and circles of intimacy only 
other families remarkably like themselves. Whitehurst (1968) found 
that higher involvement in family activities and more conventional 
lifestyles were associated with higher marital adjustment. Solomon 
(1972) notes that there is a positive correlation between emotional 
stability and a good family identity. 
Renee (1970) found that blacks and others with low incomes and 
education had a greater degree of marital dissatisfaction. She also 
found that people raising children were more likely to be dissatisfied 
with their marriages than people who never had children or whose 
children had left home regardless of age, race~ or income level. 
Gurin;' Veroff ,and Feld (1960) found evidence that feelings of 
happiness in marriage are clearly related to the extent to which a 
person is satisfied or frustrated in the interpersonal aspects of his 
marriage. Those who are unhappy tend to concentrate on the situational 
aspects of marriage such as the home, children, or social life as 
sources of their marital happiness. Those who are happy in marriage 
tend.. to focus on situational sources for any unhappiness, whi 1 e those 
who are not happy tend to stress difficulties in the relationship as 
the source of their difficulties. 
Parent-Child Relationship 
Chai kl in and Frank (1973) state that when the family functions 
well, there is accuracy in self-other perceptions and this in turn 
is related to better child adjustment. Norris (1968) found that 
parental satisfaction and understanding of the child was positively 
related to the child's achievement of basic skills, school grades, 
and favorable teachers• comments for pre-adolescent boys. 
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Esty (1968) in a study of college student leaders and non-leaders 
found that leaders perceive their parents as more loving and less 
neglecting, rejecting, and over-protecting than non-leaders. Elder 
(1963) found that adolescents more often model their roles after 
parents who are democratic than after parents who are either permissive 
or authoritarian. 
Stinnett and Walters (1967) found that subjects who reported a 
low evaluation of family tended to be more peer-oriented than subjects 
who reported a high evaluation of family. In an examination of the 
basis of peer-compliance and parental-compliance in adolescent girls, 
Brittain (1967) found that (a) the adolescent tends to be peer-compliant 
in choices perceived to be of high importance in the eyes of the peers; 
conversely, they tend to be parent-compliant concerning choices per-
ceived to be important in the eyes of the parents, and (b) it was also 
found that the choices tend to be parent-compliant when they are 
perceived to be important in the eyes of both peers and parents, and 
conversely, the choices tend to be peer-compliant when they are per-
ceived as being relatively unimportant in the eyes of both peers and 
parents. 
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Stinnett, Talley, and Walters (1973) found that black adolescents 
experienced closer parent-child relationships than whites even though 
black youths were much less likely to have both parents at home. They 
also found more mother-oriented environments among black families. 
Ahlstrom and Havighurst (197la) found a striking contrast in the 
degree of mutual support and affection in the family between maladapt-
ive and adaptive groups of boys. This quality rather than the presence 
or absence of two parents in the home seems to be most important. 
Tracey (1971) states that one must assume that when parent-child 
relationships are improved, then the ability to cope with stress from 
other relationships is also enhanced. Ahlstrom and Havighurst (197lb) 
found that all characteristics of family life studies, family cohesive-
ness was most significantly associated with late adolescent adjustment. 
Definition of Terms 
From the review of literature the following definitions have been 
delineated for use in this study: 
Functionality--the degree to which the family fulfills those func-
tions necessary to the maintenance of the individual and the continuance 
of the family. 
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Instrumental Functionality--functionality in those things concerned 
with the physical maintenance of the family, s·uch as the provision of 
food, shelter, and care for children. 
Affective Functionality --functionality in those things concerned 
with the emotional maintenance of the family such as affection and 
companionship. 
Moral Functionality--functionality in those things concerned with 
the maintenance of family and social values, purposes, directions, and 
meanings, including the socialization process of children. 
Commitment--the attachment of the self to the requirements of 
social relations that are seen as self-expressive. 
Inst~umental Commitment--commitment to. r.ema.in w.ithin and to the 
continuance of the family as a unit. 
Affective Commitment--emotional attachment to the members of the 
family. 
Moral Commitment--commitment to the values and expectations of the 
family. 
Total Conmitment--commitment in all three areas of commitment: 
instrumental, affective, and moral. 
Commitment Mechanism--a behavior, attitude, belief, or feeling 
which facilitates commitment. 
Commitment Process--a process by which an individual becomes 
committed. 
Sacrifice--a commitment process in which a member gives up some-
t~ing as a price of membership in the family. 
Investment--a commitment process in which a member commits his 
time, energy, and money to the family. 
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Renunciation--a commitment process in which a member relinguishes 
relationships that are potentially disruptive to family cohesion. 
Communion--a commitment process in which a member connects himself 
to the family, mingling the self in the family, 
Mortification--a commitment process in which a member reduces his 
sense of a separate, private, unconnected ego, taking on an identity 
based on his membership in the family. 
Transcendence--a commitment process in which a member comes to 
feel that the family is part of something greater than itself. 
Marital Need Satisfaction--the degree to which the marriage 
relationship meets the needs of the individual. 
Securing Commitment Mechanisms--those commitment mechanisms which 
secure the individual to the family: investment, communion, and 
transcendence. 
Detaching Commitment Mechanisms--those commitment mechanisms 
which increase commitment to the family by limiting relationships and 
loyalties outside of the family: sacrifice, renunciation, and 
mortification. 
CHAPTER III 
PROCEDURE 
Selection of Subjects 
The subjects for this study were husbands and wives with children 
in day care centers or preschools in Tulsa, Oklahoma. The sample 
consisted of 126 parents of children in a selected group of licensed 
day care centers and preschools in Tulsa, Oklahoma. Centers and 
schools were selected to represent a broad socio-economic spectrum 
and to obtain variation in maternal employment. 
Collection of the Data 
The Director of the center or school was asked to distribute the 
questionnaires to all two-parent families, recording the names of those 
receiving the questionnaires, and checking them off as the question-
naires were returned and placed in a large manila envelope. The 
Director was asked to remind those who failed to return the question-
naires promptly and to supply duplicate questionnaires if needed. The 
questionnaires contained a cover letter, which explained the research 
study and assured anonymity, and an unmarked envelope in which to seal 
the completed questionnaire. 
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Description of the Instruments 
The questionnaire, which was designed by the author to investigate 
commitment, functionality, and marital need satisfaction included a 
general information section and four major scales. The four scales 
were:. (a) Family Functionality ·Scale (FFS), (b) Family Commitment 
Scale (FCS), (c) Family Commitment Mechanism Scale (FCMS), and (d) 
Marital Need Satisfaction Scale (MNSS). The first three scales were 
developed by the investigator. 
The questionnaire was presented to a panel of four judges, all of 
whom held advanced degrees in Family Relations and Child Development. 
They were asked to rate the items in terms of the following criteria: 
1. Does the item possess sufficient clarity? 
2. Is the item sufficiently specific? 
4. Is the item significantly related to the concept under 
investigation? 
There was a high level of agreement among the judges that the 
items met the three criteria. Suggestions made by the judges were 
incorporated into the fina.l versions of the scales. 
General ·Information Section 
The general information section of the questionnaire consisted of 
questions designed to obtain certain background information from the 
respondents such as sex, age, race; religious preference, residence, 
number of years married, number of children, education, and occupation. 
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Family Functionality Scale 
The Family Functionality Scale (FFS) was developed by the author 
to identify the degree to which various functions were perceived by the 
subject as being performed in his nuclear family. 
The FFS, a Likert-type scale, co"nsists of 18 items which are 
characterized by five degrees of response ranging from 11 very little 11 
to 11 very great. 11 All 18 items were gathered from a review of 1 i terature 
dealing with family functions. Each item was classified by the author 
according to the type of the function: instrumental, which includes 
those things concerned with the physical maintenance of the family; 
affective, which includes those things concerned with the emotional 
maintenance of the family; and moral functionality, which includes 
those things concerned with the maintenance of family and social values, 
purposes, direction, and meanings~ including the socialization process 
of children. There are thus three subscores: (a) instrumental func-
tionality, (b) affective functionality, and (c) moral functionality, 
as well as the total score which indicates the total degree of 
functionality. 
Family Commitment Mechanism Scale 
The Family Commitment Mechanism Scale (FCMS) was developed by 
the author to identify the degree to which commitment mechanisms and 
processes were present in the nuclear family. The FCMS, a Likert-
type scale, consists of 24 items which are characterized by five degrees 
of response ranging from 11 strongly agree 11 to 11 strongly disagree. 11 The 
scale items included both positive and negative statements in order to 
avoid response set. The scale is divided into six sub-sections designed 
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to measure the degree of presence of the six commitment processes: 
1. Sacrifice, in which a member gives up something as a price of 
membership in the family; 
2. Investment, in which a member commits his time, energy, and 
money to the family; 
3. Renunciation, in which a member relinguishes relationships 
that are potentially disruptive to family cohesion; 
4. Communion, in which a member connects himself to the family, 
mingling the self in the family; 
5. Mortification, in which a member reduces his sense of a 
separate, private, unconnected ego, taking on an identity 
based on his membership in the family; and 
6. Transcendence, in which a member comes to feel that the family 
is part of something greater than itself. 
There are thus six subscores and the total score which reflects the total 
degree of presence of commitment mechanisms in the family. 
Family Commitment Scale 
The Fami-ly Commitment Scale (FCS) was developed by the author to 
measure the degree of commitment to his/her nuclear family. The FCS, 
a Likert-type scale, consists of 18 items characterized by five degrees 
of response ranging from "strongly agree'' to "strongly disagree. 11 The 
scale items included both positive and negative statements in order to 
avoid response set. The scale is divided into three sub-sections 
• designed to measure the three types of commitment: 
1. Instrumental commitment, which is commitment to remain within 
and to the continuance of the family as a unit; 
2. Affective commitment, which is emotional attachment to the 
members of the family; and 
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3. Moral commitment, which is commitment to the values and expec-
tation of the family. 
There are thus three subscores and the total score which reflects the 
degree of total commitment to the family. 
Marital Need Satisfaction Scale 
The Marital Need Satisfaction Scale (NMSS) was developed by 
Stinnett, Collins, and Montgomery (1970) to measure the extent of 
marital need satisfaction in husbands and wives. The MNSS, a Likert-
type scale, consists of 24 items which are characterized by five degrees 
of response ranging from 11 very satisfied" to 11 very unsatisfied. 11 The 
items represent six basic needs in the marital relationship: (a) 
love, (b} personality fulfillment, (c) respect, (d) communication, (e) 
finding meanings in life, and (f) integration of past life experiences. 
The scores on the MNSS were ranked and the upper and lower quar-
tiles obtained. All subjects whose scores fell within the upper quar-
tile were considered as having a high degree of marital need 
satisfaction. Those whose scores fell within the lower quartile were 
considered as having a low degree of marital need satisfaction. 
All items were found by Stinnett, Collins, and Montgomery (1970) 
to be significant at the .001 level. Two possible indications of the 
validity of the MNSS which were noted are: (a) that the first four 
need categories were conceptualized in final form on the basis of a 
factor analysis and (b} the findings that husbands and wives who per-
ceived their marriages as very happy as well as those who perceived 
their marriages as improving over time received significantly higher 
scores on the MNSS. 
Analysis of the Data 
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A percentage and frequency count was used to analyze the background 
information. The chi-square test was used in the item analysis of the 
scales. The split-half reliability coefficient, using the Spearman-
Brown correction formula, was utilized to measure reliability of items 
in these scales. 
The Mann-Whitney U test, the Kruskal-Wallis one-way analysis of 
variance, and the Spearman rank correlation coefficient were the statis-
tical tests used to examine the hypotheses. 
1. The Mann-Whitney U test was used to determine whether two 
independent groups were drawn from the same population when 
ordinal level of measurement was achieved. 
2. The Kruskal-Wallis one-way analysis of variance was used to 
compare three or more groups when ordinal level measurement 
was achieved. 
3. The Spearman rank correlation coefficient was used to measure 
the degree of association between two sets of ordinal level 
data for the same person. 
CHAPTER IV 
RESULTS 
Description of Subjects 
Table I presents a detailed description of the 126 husbands and 
wives who served as subjects for this study. Forty-six percent of 
the respondents were males and 54 percent were females. The respon-
dents ranged in age from 19 to 52 years with a mean age of 31.87. The 
sample was predominantly Protestant (79 percent) and white (98 percent). 
The husband was the main provider of income in 96 percent of the 
respondent's families. According to the McGuire-White Index of Social 
Status (1955), the respondents were classified primarily as upper-
middle (45 percent) and lower-middle (27 percent) with 14 percent each 
classified in the upper and upper-lower categories. Fifty percent of 
the respondents reported that the wife was employed outside the home. 
The number of years married ranged from.l to 33 with a mean of 9.26. 
A large percentage (87.2 percent) reported that they had not been 
previously married. The number of children in the family ranged from 
1 to 6 with a mean of 2.15 children. 
The Item Analysis 
In order to obtain an index of the validity of the items in the 
MNSS, the FCS, the FCMS, and the FFS, the chi-square test was utilized 
to determine if each item significantly differentiated between those 
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Variable 
Sex 
Race 
Religious Preference 
Degree of Religious 
Ori en tat ion 
Type of Religious 
Orientation 
Primary Wage Earner 
TABLE I 
CHARACTERISTICS OF THE SUBJECTS 
Cl assi fi cation 
Male 
Female 
White 
Black 
Oriental 
Roman Catholic 
Protestant 
None 
Other 
Very Religious 
Religious 
A Little Religious 
Non-Religious 
Orthodox/Fundamentalist 
Conservative 
Middle-of-Road 
Liberal 
None 
Husband 
Wife 
Other 
Socio-Economic Status Upper 
Upper-Middle 
Lower-Middle 
Upper-Lower 
Wife's Employment Outside of Home 
Housewife/Mother 
First Marriage Yes 
No 
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No. % 
58 46 
67 54 
123 98 
1 .8 
.8 
18 14 
100 79 
3 2 
5 4 
15 12 
65 52 
43 34 
2 2 
14 11 
35 28 
47 37 
25 20 
4 3 
121 96 
4 3 
1 .8 
17 14 
55 45 
33 27 
17 14 
62 50 
62 50 
109 87 
16 13 
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subjects scoring in the upper quartile and those subjects scoring in the 
lower quartile of each scale on the basis of ·the total score from that 
scale. 
As indicated in Table II, all of the items in the MNSS were found 
to be significantly discriminating. A split-half reliability coeffi-
cient, computed with the Spearman-Brown correction formula, of .97 was 
obtained in determining an index of the reliability of the items in 
the MNSS. 
As indicated in Table III, all the items in the FCS were found 
to be significantly discriminating. A split-half reliability coeffi-
cient, computed with the Spearman-Brown correction formula, of .89 was 
obtained in determining an index of the reliability of the items in 
the FCS. 
As indicated in Table IV, 22 of the 24 items in the FCMS were 
found to be significantly discriminating. A split-half reliability 
coefficient, computed with the Spearman-Brown correction formula, of 
.84 was obtained in determining an index of the reliability of the 
items in the FCMS. 
As indicated in Table V, all the items in the FSS were found to 
be significantly discriminating. A split-half reliability coefficient, 
computed with the Spearman-Brown correction formula, of .95 was obtained 
in determining an index of the reliability of the items in the FFS. A 
high degree of construct validity was indicated by the strong relation-
ship between the scales and subscales. As is indicated in Appendix B 
a frequency and percentage distribution of responses were compiled for 
all scales. 
1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 
7. 
8. 
9. 
lo. 
11. 
12. 
13. 
14. 
15. 
TABLE II 
ITEM ANALYSIS BASED ON COMPARISONS OF THE UPPER 
AND LOWER QUARTILES OF TOTAL MNSS SCORES 
Item df x2 
Providing a feeling of security in me. 4 36.63 
Expressing affection toward me. 4 39.20 
Giving me an optimistic feeling toward 
life. 4 32.15 
Expressing a feeling of being emotionally 
close to me. 4 55.23 
Bringing out the best qualities in me. 4 51.82 
Helping me to become a more interesting 
person. 4 39.84 
Helping me to continue to develop my 
persona 1 i ty. 4 38.60 
Helping me to achieve my individual paten-
tial (become what I am capable of becoming). 4 47.00 
Being a good listener. 4 38.64 
Giving me encouragement when I am dis-
couraged. 4 42. 81 
Accepting my differentness. 4 36.83 
Avoiding habits which annoy me. 4 33.52 
Letting me know how he or she really feels 
about something. 4 26.36 
Trying to find satisfactory solutions to 
our disagreements. 4 47.56 
Expressing disagreement with me honestly 
and openly. 4 25.95 
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Level 
of 
Sig. 
.0001 
.0001 
.0001 
.0001 
.0001 
.0001 
.0001 
.0001 
.0001 
.0001 
.0001 
.0001 
.0001 
.0001 
.0001 
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TABLE II (CONTINUED) 
Level 
x2 
of 
Item df Sig. 
16. Letting me know when he or she is dis-
pleased with me. 4 18.27 .001 
17. Helping me to feel that life has meaning. 4 47.55 .0001 
18. Helping me to feel needed. 4 54.89 .0001 
19. Helping me to feel that my life is 
serving a purpose. 4 58.31 .0001 
20. Helping me to obtain satisfaction and 
pleasure in daily activities. 4 51.33 .0001 
21. Giving me recognition for my past accom-
pl i shments. 4 41.35 .0001 
22. Helping me to feel that my life has been 
important 4 45.20 .0001 
23. Helping me to accept my past life exper-
iences as good and rewarding. 4 42. 91 .0001 
24. Helping me to accept myself despite my 
short-comings. 4 39.50 .0001 
TABLE I II 
ITEM ANALYSIS BASED ON COMPARISONS OF THE 
UPPER AND LOWER QUARTILES OF 
TOTAL FCS SCORES 
Item 
l. My spouse and I are married 11 til death 
do us part. 11 
2. Even if I became unhappy with my marriage 
I would want to stay married for the good 
of the children, 
3. I might someday get a divorce if things 
got bad enough. 
4. I would get a divorce if I found something 
better. 
5. Something else could meet my needs just as 
we 11 as my family does. 
6. · My spouse usually expresses great affection 
toward me. 
7. My spouse usually expresses a feeling of 
being emotionally close to me. 
8. My spouse usually understands my feelings. 
9. I usually understand my spouse 1s feelings. 
10. I usually understand my children 1 s feelings. 
11. I usually express great affection toward 
my spouse. 
12. I usually express great affection toward 
my children. 
13. Often romantic love "cools off" after 
marriage. This has happened in my 
marriage. 
df 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
3 
4 
4 
4 
3 
4 
3 
4 
39.21 
9.63 
23.74 
43.39 
32. 91 
27.75 
42.05 
34.83 
22 .13 
11 . 36 
29.23 
19.29 
36.88 
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Level 
of 
Sig. 
.0001 
.05 
.0001 
.0001 
.0001 
.0001 
.0001 
.0001 
.0005 
.01 
.0001 
.0005 
.0001 
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TABLE III (CONTINUED) 
Level 
x2 of Item df Sig. 
14. There are often serious conflicts among 
my family. 4 29.73 .0001 
15. In my family we rarely see eye to eye on 
moral matters. 3 39.84 .0001 
16. I doubt some of the values my spouse 
believes to be very important. 4 33.76 • 0001 
17. When my spouse's expectations of me are 
bothersome, I think it is all right to 
ignore them. 3 34.24 .0001 
18. I always do pretty much what I want to 
do no matter what my spouse wants me to 
do. 3 19 .64 .0005 
l. 
. . 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 
7. 
8. 
9. 
10. 
11. 
12. 
13. 
TABLE IV 
ITEM ANALYSIS BASED ON COMPARISONS OF 
THE UPPER AND LOWER QUARTILES OF 
TOTAL FCMS SCORES 
Item df 
I often do without things I would like 
for the good of the family. 3 
I often give up time doing things I enjoy· 
in order to be with my family. 3 
I have given up some of the things I wanted 
in life for the good of the family. 4 
I make very few sacrifices for my family. 4 
I spend little time with my family. 3 
I consider the money that I earn as belonging 
to me rather than belonging to the whole 
family. 3 
I often work on projects at home which 
benefit my family. 4 
I believe that, for me, "marriage is 
forever. 11 4 
I have friends with whom I feel as close 
as I do to my family members. 4 
If my family does not like a particular. 
friend of mine, I continue that friend-
ship anyway. 4 
My spouse and I have many separate friends. 4 
My parents have a much less important place 
in my life now than they did before I was 
married. 4 
My spouse and I share similar values (such 
as religious or political beliefs). 4 
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Level 
x2 
of 
Sig. 
lo. 06 .05 
22.54 .0001 
15 .31 .005 
14.24 .01 
17. 91 .001 
10. 55 .05 
21.74 .001 
42.55 .0001 
7.69 N.S. 
1,6.90. .01 
18.87 .001 
11 .96 .05 
20.·45. .0005 
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TABLE IV (CONTINUED) 
Level 
x2 of Item df Sig. 
14. My family often works together on household 
chores. 4 25.56 .0001 
15. My family often goes on family outings (picnics, movies, trips, etc.) 4 15 .47 .005 
16. When an important decision is to be made, 
my family and I usually discuss it 
together. 4 30.48 .0001 
17. I am usually willing to share my weaknesses 
and failings with my spouse. 3 23.96 .0001 
18. I am usually willing to accept criticism 
from my spouse. 4 17. 97 .005 
19. Members of my family are very independent. 4 5.19 N.S. 
20. The decisions I make and the things I do 
are strongly influenced by my family. 4 23.36 .0001 
21. I believe that there is a great religious 
meaning in marriage. 4 36.02 .0001 
22. The happiness of my family is more important 
to me than my own happiness. 5 30.02 .0001 
23. I often experience a really overpowering 
feeling of love for my mate. 5 27.73 .0001 
24. We have many family traditions. 5 18.49 .005 
TABLE V 
ITEM ANALYSIS BASED ON COMPARISONS OF 
THE UPPER AND LOWER QUARTILES OF 
TOTAL FFS SCORES 
Item 
1. Someone with whom to share secrets and 
personal problems. 
2. Continuing financial support 
3. Help in a financial crisis 
4. Companionship 
5. Recreation 
6. Affection 
7. Meals 
8. Care,when ill 
9. Teaching children limits of acceptable 
behavior 
10. Care for children 
11. A sense of security when I grow old 
12. A sense of purpose of life 
13. Sexual fulfillment 
14. Religious education and worship 
15. Teaching children right from wrong 
16. Teaching children what they will need to 
know when they grow up 
17. Help in times of erootional stress 
18. Provide models of manliness and womenli-
ness for the children to imitate 
df 
4 
5 
5 
5 
5 
4 
5 
5 
4 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
3 
4 
5 
4 
32.00 
24.78 
26.78 
52.68 
31 .82 
55.97 
37.05 
24.26 
26.84 
20.25 
52.64 
42.76 
43.59 
26.35 
23.01 
25.94 
49.09 
34. 19 
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Level 
of 
Sig. 
.0001 
.001 
.0001 
.0001 
.0001 
.0001 
.0001 
.001 
.0001 
.005 
.0001 
.0001 
.0001 
.0001 
.0001 
.0001 
.0001 
.0001 
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Subscores of FCS and FCMS 
The FCS consisted of six statements forreach of the three types of 
commitment. Median subscores were obtained in order to determine those 
areas in which the respondents possessed the highest degree of commit-
ment as well as the lowest degree of commitment. Table VI lists the 
total median scores and the median subscores. The most favorable sub-
score was obtained in the category of affective commitment (md 30) 
indicating the highest degree of commitment to the family in this area. 
Less favorable were the categories of instrumental (md 19) and moral 
(md 20) commitment, indicating a much lower degree of commitment to 
the family in these areas. 
TABLE VI 
FCS SUBSCORES FOR TOTAL SAMPLE* 
Category 
1. Instrumental commitment 
2. Affective commitment 
3. Morai commitment 
*Median total score: 68.5 Total Sample: 126 
Median Subscores 
Tota 1 Sample 
19.0 
30.0 
20.0 
That the median .subscore for affective commitment was much greater 
than the subscores for the other types of commitment is a very important 
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finding. It supports much of the theoretical work which has been done 
on changes in the American family. Ryder (1974), for instance, states 
that the primary importance of the modern family is in the emotional, 
affective areas. Nimkoff (1965) reports that many societal trends have 
tended to weaken other family functions while strengthening the reliance 
on ties of emotional interdependence. Chilman and Meyer (1966) found 
that in a group of undergraduate students, love and companionship were 
considered to be the most important functions in marriage. As pointed 
out by Litwak and Szelenyi (1971) heavy reliance on the affective 
aspects of marriage can place severe strains on family relationships. 
The ever increasing rate of divorce may be laregly a result of the 
heavy reliance on affective commitment, the most fragile of the three 
types of commitment, to bind the family together, while the other 
types of commitment have come to play a lesser role. 
The FCMS consisted of four statements for each of the six types of 
commitment mechanisms. The six types of commitment mechanisms also 
were grouped into pairs to determine the degree of presence of the 
three commitment building processes. Median subscores were obtained 
in order to determine those areas in which the respondents possessed 
the highest degree of presence of commitment mechanisms and commitment 
building processes as well as the lowest degree of presence of commit-
ment mechanisms and commitment building processes. Table VII lists the 
total median score and the median subscores. The most favorable mechan-
ism subscore was obtained in the category of investment mechanisms 
(md 17) indicating a high degree of presence of commitment mechanisms 
in this area. The least favorable was reflected in the category of 
{fe,µ11,,t't-1 A·7i v".l (/.~ 
mor ification mechanisms (md 14), indicating a lower degree of presence 
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of commitment mechanisms in this .area. The most favorable process 
subscore was obtained in the category of instrumental processes (md 31), 
indicating the highest degree of presence of commitment building pro-
cesses in this area. Less favorable subscores were reflected in the 
categories of affective (md 29) and moral (md 29) processes, indicating 
,, 
a somewhat lower degree of presence of commitment building processes 
in these areas. 
Perhaps the most interesting finding in the comparison of these 
subscores is seen in a comparison of the securing and detaching types 
of commitment mechanisms. Securing commitment building mechanisms 
are those mechanisms which secure the individual to the family. Invest- v----· 
ment, communion, and transcendence are the securing mechanisms. Detach-
ing commitment mechanisms increase commitment to the family by limiting 
relationships and loyalties outside the family. Sacrifice, renuncia-
tion, and mortification are the detaching mechanisms. The median score 
for the securing mechanisms, as illustrated in Table VII, was 48 com-
pared to a median score of 42 for the detaching mechanisms, i nd~cating 
a higher degree of securing mechanisms than detaching mecha~isms •. This 
is undoubtedly a reflection of the high value placed on individuality 
in American society. While securing mechanisms involve giving of 
oneself to the family group, detaching mechanisms involve a voluntary 
1 imitation of freedom and a certa.in amount of loss of individual ident-
ity and sense of independence. 
TABLE VI I 
FCMS SUBSCORES FOR TOTAL SAMPLE* 
Category 
Corrmitment Mechanisms 
l. Sacrifice Mechanisms (Detaching) 
2. Investment Mechanisms (Securing) 
3. Renunciation Mechanisms (Detaching) 
4. Communion Mechanisms (Securing) 
5. Mortification Mechanis~s (Detaching) 
6. Transcendence Mechanisms (Securing) 
Types of Commitment Mechanisms 
1. Securing Corrmitment Mechanisms 
2. Detaching Commitment Mechanisms 
Corrmitment Building 
Processes 
1. Instrumental Processes 
2. Affectiwe Processes 
3. Moral Processes 
*Median total score: 89 Total sample: N=l26 
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Median Subscores 
Total Sample 
15 
17 
13 
16 
14 
15 
48 
42 
31 
29 
29 
Examination of Hypotheses and 
Discussion of Results 
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Hypothesis A (1). Family commitment is independent of~· The 
Spearman· rank correlation coefficient was ~sed in determining if there 
was a significant relationship between family commitment and age. A 
rho score, .18, was obtained, indicating that the relationship was 
significant at the .05 level. The positive rho score indicates that 
family commitment increases with age. 
Viewed through the theoretical framework developed by Kanter (1972), 
age would tend to act as an investment mechanism tending to produce com-
mitment. The older the person the greater would be the degree of invest-
ment in the marriage since the options outside the marriage would become 
more limited, and the individual would, therefore, have a greater stake 
in the relationship. One would also expect that older husbands and 
wives would have been married longer and have more children. This 
finding coincides with the research of Stinnett, Collins, and Montgom-
ery (1972) indicating that the majority of older husbands and wives 
in their study perceived their marriage happiness as being greater 
during the later years than in any previous period of life. Considera-
tion of Hypothesis A (2) reveals that there is an even higher positive 
level of significance in the relationship between family commitment and 
the number of years married. Results of testing Hypothesis A (3) 
demonstrate that the degree of family commitment increases with the 
number of children. Both of these factors operate as strong investment 
mechanisms. 
53 
Hypothesis A (2). Family commitment~ independent of the number 
of years married. The Spearman rank correlation coefficient was utilized 
in determining if there was a significant relationship between family 
commitment and the number of years married. 
~A rho score of .28 was obtained, indicating that the relationship 
was significant at the .005 level. This finding indicates that the level 
of family commitment increases with the number of years married. This 
finding coincides with the results reported in Hypothesis A (1) that 
family commitment was positively and significantly related to age. 
Commitment logically tends to increase with time through the 
process of investment (Kanter, 1972) by which an individual commits his 
time and energy, his 11 profit 11 , to the group, so that leaving it is 
costly. A secondary factor could also be the probability that uncom-
mitted relationships would not be as likely to survive over a period 
of time as those which were highly committed. 
Hypothesis A (3). Family commitment~ independent of the number 
of children. The Spearman rank correlation coefficient was utilized 
in determining if there was a significant relationship between family 
commitment and number of children. A rho score of .21 was obtained, 
indicating that the relationship was significant at the .05 level. A 
positive rho score indicates that the level of family commitment 
increases with the number of children. 
Children can be seen to be an .investment mechanism whl<:h binds 
the individual to the family. Children also serve as facilitators of 
the mortification process whereby the individual takes on a new identity 
based on the meaningfulness of family membership, in this case, the 
identity of parent. 
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This finding coincides with the statistics which show that the 
divorce rate decreases as the number of children increases {U.S. Bureau 
of Census, 1973). 
Hypothesis A {4). Family Commitment~ independent of socio-
economic status. The Kruskal-Wallis one-way analysis of variance 
test was utilized in determining if there was ~significant differ-
ence in family commitment among members of different socio-economic 
status groups. An H score.of 8.11 was obtained, indicating that the 
difference was significant at the .05 level. Table VIII illustrates 
that there is a positive relationship between family commitment and 
socio-economic status. 
TABLE VI II 
DIFFERENCES IN MEDIAN FCS SCORES ACCORDING 
TO SOCIO-ECONOMIC STATUS 
Level 
Description No. md N of Sig. 
Upper 17 69.24 
Upper-Middle 55 67.92 
Lower-Middle 33 47.11 8 .11 .OS 
Upper-Lower 17 60.94 
Kanter {1972) states that commitment, and therefore the continued 
existence of the group, rests on its ability to provide for the needs 
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of its members. The family which is perceived by its members as pro-
viding for their needs and wants would therefore be expected to conmand 
a greater degree of ·conmitment than a family which did not meet these 
needs and wants to the member's satisfaction. 
This finding is related to several research studies showing a 
positive, significant relationship between marriage success and socio-
economic status (Hicks and Platt, 1970). The apparent anomaly illustra-
ted in the median scores of the lower-middle (47.11) and the upper-lower 
(60.94) status groups suggests a difference in the perception of needs 
and wants between the groups. It would appear that the perception of 
financial well being is of greater importance than the actual degree 
of affluence. 
Hypothesis A (5). Family commitment is independent of the~ 
of religious orientation. The Kruskal-Wallis one-way analysis of 
variance test was utilized in determining if there was a significant 
difference in family conmitment according to type of religious orienta-
tion. An H score of 25.82 was obtained, indicating that the difference 
was significant at the .0001 level. Table IX illustrates that family 
commitment is strongly related to the type of religious orientation 
possessed by the family member. As indicated by the median scores in 
Table IX, the more conservative the reported type of religious orienta-
tion the greater the degree of commitment to the family. Likewise, 
the more liberal the reported type of religious orientation the lower 
the level of family commitment. This strong relationship can perhaps 
be accounted for by the association of conservative religion with tra-
ditional values including a high degree of emphasis on the home and 
family. This finding is also related to the research indicating the 
personality trait of conservatism is positively related to marriage 
happiness (Luckey, 1964; Lantz and Snyder, 1969). 
TABLE IX 
DIFFERENCES IN MEDIAN FCS SCORES ACCORDING 
TO TYPE OF RELIGIOUS ORIENTATION 
Description No. md H 
Orthodox/Funqamentalist 14 82.82 
Conservative 35 76.03 
25.82 
Middle-of-Road 47 56. 91 
Liberal 25 35.42 
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Level 
of 
Sig. 
.0001 
Hypothesis A ( 6). Fami 1 y commitment is independent of the degree 
of religious orientation. The Kruskal-Wallis one-way analysis of 
variance test was utilized in determining if there was a significant 
difference in family commitment according to degree of religious 
orientation. An H score of 18.72 was obtained, indicating that the 
difference was significant at the .001 level. Table X illustrates 
that family commitment is strongly related to the degree of religious 
orientation possessed by the family member. The median scores illus-
trated in Table X indicate that the greater the reported degree of 
religiousity, the greater tended to be the degree of commitment to 
the family. The median FCS score of those who identified themselves 
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as· 11 very religious 11 (89.40) was· almost 100 percent greater.than the 
median FCS score of those who reported that they were 11 a little relig-
ious11 (45.83). This finding is consistent with several research 
studies showing that marriage happiness and stability is significantly 
higher among those families who have a high degree of religious ortienta-
tion (Zimmerman and Cervantes, 1960; Bowman,1974). 
Description 
Very Religious 
Religious 
TABLE X 
DIFFERENCES IN MEDIAN FCS SCORES ACCORDING 
TO DEGREE OF RELIGIOUS ORIENTATION 
No. md H 
15 89.40 
65 66.38 18. 72 
A Little Religious 43 45.83 
Level 
of 
Sig. 
.001 
Strong religious beliefs would act as a strong transcendence mechan-
ism in the commitment process. Strong religious beliefs give a relig-
ious meaning to marriage and thus contribute to the belief that the 
family is a part of something greater than itself (Blood, 1964). The 
present resu,ts may be explained by the fact that commitment is stressed 
heavily by religion. Participation in religious activities as a family 
would tend to be a commitment building mechanism by simply being a 
joint family activity. This finding may also be due to the tendency. 
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of religious participation to provide friendship support for marriage 
stability and commitment. As Blood (1964) suggests, religious partici-
pation puts a family in contact with other families who value commit-
ment and family stability. These families serve as a reinforcing agent 
for each other to maintain a high level of commitment to the family. 
Hypothesis A (7). Family commitment is independent of the wife's 
employment status. The Mann-Whitney U test was utilized in determining 
if there was a significant difference in family commitment between 
family members who reported that the wife was employed outside the 
home and those who reported that the wife was not employed outside the 
home. A z score of -2.14 was obtained, indicating that the difference 
was significant at the .05 level. Table XI illustrates that family 
members reporting a non-working wife received a significantly higher 
median score (md 70) than those who reported that the wife was 
employed outside the home (md 66), reflecting a greater degree of 
fami]y commitment than family members who reported working wifes. 
Description 
Working 
Non-Working 
TABLE XI 
DIFFERENCES IN MEDIAN FCS SCORES ACCORDING 
TO THE EMPLOYMENT STATUS OF THE WIFE 
No. md z 
62 66 
-2 .14 
62 70 
Level 
of 
Sig. 
.05 
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This finding is related to those research studies showing a lower 
degree of marital adjustment among wives who are employed than among 
wives who are not employed (Axelson, 1963; Hicks and Platt, 1970). 
According to Kanter 1 s (1972) theoretical framework, any commitment 
to anything outside the group diminishes the level of commitment to the 
group. A wife (or husband) who is strongly committed to a job outside . 
of the home would therefore tend to be somewhat less committed to the 
family. This thesis is supported by the research of Ridley (1973) 
which indi-cated that when either the wife or the husband became highly 
involved in their jobs, it tended to have an adverse effect upon the 
marriage relationship. 
When Hypothesis A was tested, the following variables were found 
to have no significant relationship to the FCS scores: (a) sex, and 
{b) religious preference. 
Hypothesis B (1). There is.! significant positive relationship 
between the degree of commitment and·the degree·of presence of·commit-
ment mechanisms. When the Spearman rank correlation coefficient was 
applied to this hypothesis, it was found that a significant, positive 
correlation existed between Family Commitment Scale scores and Family 
Commitment Mechanism Scale scores. A rho score of .60 was obtained. 
The correlation was significant at the .0001 level, indicating that 
those who had expressed a high degree of family commitment also reported 
a high degree of presence of commitment mechanisms. 
The family has a number of ways in which to organize so as to 
promote and sustain commitment. Kanter (1972) states: 
The group builds commitment to the extent that it clearly 
cuts off other possible objects of commitment, becomes 
an integrated unity tying together all aspects of life 
within its borders, develops its own uniqueness and 
specialness, and becomes capable, by itself, of con-
tinuing the person's gratification. The strength of 
commitment, then, depends on the extent to which groups 
institute processes that increase the unity, coherence, 
and possible gratification of the group itself, at 
the same time that they reduce the value of other 
possibilities (p. 71). 
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Commitment mechanisms are thus part of the processes which reduce the 
value of other possible commitments and increase the value of commit-
ment to ·the family. The very high correlation between the FCS scores 
and the FCMS scores supports the theoretical framework of commitment 
developed by Kanter (1972) and provides a strong indication of construct 
validity for both scales. 
Hypothesis B (2). There ·~.!!.Q_ significant relationship between 
the degree of instrumental commitment and the degree of presence of 
instrumental commitment building processes. When the Spearman rank 
correlation coefficient was applied to this hypothesis, it was found 
that a significant, positive relationship existed between the instru-
mental commitment subscore of the FCS and the instrumental commitment 
building process subscore of the FCMS. A. rho score of .34 was obtained. 
The correlation was significant at the .0005 level, indicating that 
those who expressed a high degree of instrumental commitment also 
expressed a high degree of presence of instrumental commitment building 
processes. 
Commitment to continued participation in the family involves posi-
tive cognition (Parsons, et al., 1951) which discriminates among 
objects and describes their value to the individual in terms of their 
relevance to the satisfaction of drives. Cognitive orientations are 
those that rationally determine the positive or negative value of 
relationships in terms of energy and resources. As is suggested by the 
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high degree of association between the instrumental subscore of the FCS 
and the FCMS, instrumental commitment building processes facilitate 
instrumental commitment. The high degree of association also provides 
a strong indication of construct validity for both scales. 
Hypothesis B (3). There -~·no significant relationship between 
the degree of affective commitment and the degree of presence of 
affective commitment building-processes. When the Spearman rank corre-
lation coefficient was applied to this hypothesis, it was found that a 
significant, positive correlation existed between the affective commit-
ment subscore of the FCS and the affective co11111itment subscore of the 
FCMS. A. rho score of .55 was obtained. The correlation was-signifi-
cant at the .0001 level, indicating that those who expressed a high 
degree of affective commitment also expressed a high degree of pre-
sence of affective commitment building processes. 
An emotional commitment to the family involves positive cathection, 
which represents an emotional state with respect to objects which are 
gratifying and rejection of those-which are noxious. Cathective orienta-
tions are those which dete~mine the positive or negative value of rela-
tionships in terms of their potential for emotional gratification. This 
type of commitment is aided by renunciation (a detaching process) and 
communion (an attaching process). As is suggested by the high degree 
of association between the affective subscores of the FCS and the FCMS, 
affective commitment building processes facilitate commitment. This 
association provides a strong indication of construct validity for 
both scales. 
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Hypothesis B (4). There~ !!.Q. significant relationship between 
the degree of moral commitment and-the degree of presence of moral 
commitment building processes. When the Spearman rank correlation 
coefficient was applied to this hypothesis, it was found that a signifi-
cant, positive correlation existed between the moral commitment subscore 
of the FCS and the moral commitment subscore of the FCMS. A rho 
score of .43 was obtained. The correlation was significant at the 
.0001 level, indicating that those who expressed a high degree of 
moral commitment also expressed a high degree of presence of moral 
commitment building processes. 
Commitment to the norms and values of the family involves positive 
evaluation and thus acceptance of its authority and willingness to 
support its values, based on the extent to which family life can offer 
"identity, personal meaning, and the opportunity to grow in terms of 
standards and guiding principles that the member feels are expressive 
of his own inner being" (Kanter, 1972, p. 73). As suggested by the 
high degree of association between the moral subscores of the FCS and 
the FCMS, moral commitment building processes facilitate moral commit-
ment. Construct validity is also strongly indicated for both scales. 
Hypothesis C. There~~ significant positive relationship between 
the degree of commitment and·the degree of marital need satisfaction. 
When the Spearman rank correlation coefficient was applied to this 
hypothesis, it was found that a significant, positive correlation 
existed between the degree of family commitment and the degree of 
marital need satisfaction. An rho score of .72 was obtained. The 
correlation was significant at the .0001 level, indicating that those 
who expressed a high degree of family commitment also expressed a high 
degree of marital need satisfaction. 
Cominitinent has been defined by Kanter (1972) as: 
••• the willingness of people to do what will help maintain 
the group because it provides what they need. In socio-
logical terms, commitment means the attachment of the self 
to the requirements of social ·relations that are seen as 
self-expressive ( p. 66). 
Conmitment is thus dependent on the satisfaction of needs. The very 
high degree of association between family commitment and marital need 
satisfaction tends to support·the validity of ·Kanter's definition of 
commitment. 
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Hypothesis D. There j_! no significant correlation between the 
degree of commitment and the ·degree of functionality in the family. 
When the Spearman rank correlation coefficient was applied to this 
hypothesis, it was found that a significant, positive correlation 
existed between Family Commitment Scale.scores and Family Functionality 
Scale scores. A rho score of .60 was obtained. The correlation was 
significant at the .0001 level, indicating that those who had expressed 
a high degree of family commitment had also perceived that their families 
were highly functional. 
Commitment and functionality are strongly linked. The functions 
which the family has for the individual contribute to the creation of 
a positive orientation toward the family which produces commitment. 
The more of the individual 1 s needs that are fulfilled by the family, 
the greater are the rewards for participation in it. Winch (1962) 
states that the consequences of functions can be viewed as resources 
that when cathected become rewards. The group which controls these 
resources has the potential capability to influence the behavior of 
others. As is stated by Ogburn (1968), the family is bound together 
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by its functions. The extremely high degree-of association between the 
FCS scores and the FFS scores indicates that the degree of the individ-
ual's family commitment is highly related to the degree of functionality 
which the family has for that·individual. 
Hypothesis E. There~ no signi·ficant relationship between the 
degree·of·functionality and the degree·of presence of commitment 
mechanisms. When the Spearman rank correlation coefficient was applied 
to this hypothesis, it was found that a significant, positive correla-
tion existed between the degree of family functionality and the degree 
of presence of commitment mechanisms. A rho score of .53 was obtained. 
The correlation was significant at the .0001 level, indicating that those 
who expressed a high degree of family functionality also expressed a 
high degree of presence of commi·tment mechanisms. This carrel at ion 
supports the finding revealed when Hypothesis D was tested that there 
is a strong positive association between the degree of functionality 
and the degree of presence of commitment mechanisms. The correlation 
furthermore serves as an indication of construct validity. 
Hypothesis F. There~~ significant positive relationship between 
the degree of functionality and the degree of marital need satisfaction. 
When the Spearman rank correlation·coefficient was applied to this 
hypothesis, it was found that a significant, positive correlation 
existed between the degree of family functionality and the degree of 
marital need satisfaction. ·A rho score of .63 was obtained. The 
correlation was significant at the .0001 level, indicating that those 
who expressed a high degree of family functionality also expressed a 
high degree-of marital need satisfaction. 
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Homans (1950) notes that the term function has been used to refer 
to consequences of activities that meet the needs of individuals. Since 
marital need satisfaction is based on the ability of the marital rela-
tionship to fulfill the needs ·of the family members, one would expect 
a high degree of correlation between this ·and the degree to which the 
family is functional for the individual. The high degree of association 
between FCS and FFS scores indicates that this relationship does exist. 
Hypothesis G (1). The degree of marital need satisfaction ~ inde-
pendent ·of sex. The Mann-Whitney U test was util1zed in determining if 
there was a significant difference in marital need satisfaction between 
husbands and wives. A z score of -2.47 was obtained, indicating that 
the difference was significant at the .01 level. Table XII illustrates 
that husbands (97.5) received a significantly higher median score than 
wives (95.0), reflecting a greater degree of marital need satisfaction 
than wives. 
The finding that husbands received significantly higher marital 
need satisfaction scores than wives is consistent with the findings of 
Stinnett, Collins, and Montgomery (1970). These findings may be due 
to a number of factors. The wife may depend more on the marriage 
relationship for the fulfillment of her emotional and psychic needs 
than the husband who may receive more need satisfaction from his occu-
pation. Since 50 percent of the wives were employed, these wives could 
have experienced a considerable amount of role tension between their 
occupational and traditional homemaker roles. With the recent emphasis 
on women's liberation, many wives who are not employed may feel some 
degree of dissatisfaction since the women's movement has consistently 
stressed the value of occupations while presenting a rather.negative 
view of women who chose to be housewives. 
·TABLE XII 
DIFFERENCES IN MEDIAN MNSS SCORES 
ACCORDING TO SEX 
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Level 
of 
Description No. md z Sig·. 
Husbands 58 97.5 
-2.47 .01 
Wives 67 95.0 
Hypothesis G (2). Marital need satisfaction~ independent of 
the number of years_ married. The Spearman rank correlation coefficient 
was utilized in determining if there was a significant relationship 
between marital need satisfaction and number of years married. A 
rho score of .21 was obtained, indicating that the relationship was 
significant at the .05 level. A positive rho score indicates that the 
degree of marital need satisfaction increases with the number of years 
married. 
This finding correlates with Hypothesis A (2) in which it was 
determined that family commitment increases with the number of years 
married. The increase in marital need satisfaction with the number 
of years married may be due to a process of natural selection by which 
unsatisfactory marriage relationships would be terminated, with those 
enduring tending to be the most satisfactory. 
Hypothesis G (3). Mari-tal need satisfaction j!_ independent of 
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the number of children. The Spearman rank correlation coefficient was 
utilized in determining if there was a significant relationship between 
marital need satisfaction and number of children. A rho score of .18 
was obtained indicating that the relationship was significant at the .05 
level. The positive rho score indicates that marital need satisfaction 
increases with the number of children. 
This finding is in conflict with most of the research which has 
been done on this subject. Hurley and Palonen (1967) found that the 
higher the ratio of children per years of marriage, the less satisfac-
tory the marital experience. Landis and Landis (1963) found that the 
care and discipline of children was a major source of conflict between 
husbands and wives. Luckey (1966) found no relationship between the. 
number of children and marital satisfaction. The finding that marital 
need satisfaction increases with the number of children is supported 
by the finding of Hypothesis A (3) of this study which found that the 
degree of family commitment also increased with the number of children. 
Hypothesis G (4). Marital need satisfaction is independent of 
the~ of religious orientation. The Kruskal-Wallis one-way analysis 
of variance test was utilized in determining·J..:(~there was a significant 
difference in marital need satisfaction according to type of religious 
orientation. An H score of 15.23 was obtained, indicating that the 
difference was significant at the .01 level. Table XIII illustrates 
that marital need satisfaction is related to the type of religious 
orientation of the family member. As indicated by the median scores in 
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Table XIII, the more conservative the reported type of religious orienta-
tion the greater the degree of marital need satisfaction. Likewise, the 
more liberal the type of rel~gious orientation, the lower the level of 
marital need satisfaction. This finding is indirectly supported by 
a study done by Whitehurst (1968) who found that conventional lifestyles 
were associated with high marital adjustment. 
TABLE XIII 
DIFFERENCES IN MEDIAN MNSS SCORES ACCORDING 
TO TYPE OF RELIGIOUS ORIENTATION 
Description No md H 
Orthodox/Fundamentalist 14 76.43 
Conservative 35 73.93 
15.23 
Middle-of-Road 47 56.68 
Liberal 25 42.38 
Level 
of_ Sig. 
.01 
Hypothesis G (5). Marital n~ed satisfaction is independent of the 
degree ·of ·reli·gtous orientation. The Kruskal-Wall is one-way analysis 
of variance test was utilized in determining if there was a significant 
difference in marital need satisfaction according to degree of religious 
orientation. An H score.of 7.69 was obtained, indicating that the 
difference was significant at the .05 level. Table XIV illustrates that 
marital need satisfaction is related to the degree of religious 
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orientation of the family member. As indicated by the median scores 
in Table XIV, the greater the religious orientation of the family 
member, the greater was the degree of marital need satisfaction. This 
finding:·coincides with that of Mypothesis A (5) which determined that 
a very strong relationship existed between a high degree of religious 
orientation and a high degree of family·commitment. 
Description 
Very Religious 
Religious 
TABLE XIV 
DIFFERENCES IN·MEDIAN MNSS SCORES ACCORDING 
TO DEGREE OF RELIGIOUS ORIENTATION 
No. md H 
15 80.40 
65 64.38 7.69 
A Little Religious 43 51. 98 
Level 
of Sig. 
.05 
Hypothesi·s G (6). The degree of mari-tal need satisfaction is 
independent·of·the wife's employment status. The Mann-Whitney U test 
was utilized in determining if there was a significant difference in 
marital need satisfaction between family members who reported that the . 
wife was employed outside .the home, and those who reported that the wife 
was not employed outside the home. A z score of -2.47 was obtained, 
indicating that the difference was significant at the .01 level. Table 
XV illustrates that those reporting non-working wives received a 
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significantly higher median score than those who reported working wives, 
reflecting a greater degree of marital need satisfaction for those 
reporting that the wife was a housewife than for those reporting the 
wife's employment outside the home. 
Description 
Working 
Non-Working 
TABLE XV 
DIFFERENCES IN MEDIAN MNSS SCORES ACCORDING 
TO THE EMPLOYMENT STATUS OF THE WIFE 
No. md z 
62 92.5 
-2.47 
62 102.0 
Level 
of Sig. 
.01 
The finding that there is a greater degree of marital need satis-
faction among those who reported that the wife was not employed outside 
the home supports the research done by Axelson (1963). Nye (1961) found 
that marriages of employed mothers were more likely to be characterized 
by conflict. The present finding also agrees with research showing more 
favorable marital adjustment among wives,employed part-time than among 
wives who are employed full-time (Hicks and Platt, 1970). The attempt 
by the wife to reconcile the roles of housewife and mother with that of 
her employment can produce severe strain in her marital relationship. 
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When hypothesis G was tested·the following variables were found to 
have no significant relationship to the MNSS scores: (a) age; (b} 
socio-economic status; and (c) religious· preference. 
CHAPTER V 
SUMMARY 
The overall purpose of this study was to examine the degree of 
corrmitment, functionality, and presence of commitment building processes 
in families and to examine the interrelationships among these factors, 
the relationship of these factors to marital need satisfaction, and 
to selected sociological variables. 
The sample was composed of 126 parents of children in a selected 
group of licensed day care centers and preschools in Tulsa, Oklahoma. 
They were a diverse group with a wide range in age and socio-economic 
status. Fifty percent reported that the wife was employed outside the 
home. 
The questionnaire included an information section for securing 
various background data and four scales: the MNSS which measured the 
degree of need satisfaction in the marriage relationship, the FCS which 
measured the degree of commitment to the family, the FCMS which measured 
the degree of presence of commitment building processes, and the FFS 
which measured the degree of functionality of ,the family. 
In order to obtain an index of the validity of the items in the 
MNSS, the FCS, the FCMS, and the FFS, the chi-square test was utilized 
to determine if each item significantly differentiated between those 
subjects scoring in the upper quartile and those subjects scoring in 
the lower quartile on each scale on the basis of the total score from 
that scale. 
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Median subscore of the FCS and the FCMS were obtained in order to 
determine those areas in which the most favorable and least favorable 
subscores of these scales occurred. 
The Mann-Whitney U test was utilized in determining if .marital 
need satisfaction and family commitment scores differed significantly 
according to sex and the employment status of the wife. 
The Spearman rank correlation coefficient was utilized in deter-
mining if there were significant relationships between marital need 
satisfaction and family commitment according to age, number of years 
married, and number of children. 
The Kruskal-Wallis one-way analysis of variance test was utilized 
to determine if marital need satisfaction and family commitment differed 
significantly according to socio-economic status, type and degree of 
religious orientation, and religious preference. 
The Spearman rank correlation coefficient was utilized in deter-
mining if there were significantassociations between .the scales. 
The results of the study were as follows: 
1. All items of the MNSS were found to be significantly discrimi-
nating between the upper quartile and the 1 ower quartile 
groups. 
2. All items of the FCS were found to significantly discriminating 
between the upper quartile and the lower quartile groups. 
3. Twenty-two of the twenty-four items of the FCMS were found 
to be significantly discriminating between the upper quartile 
and the lower quartile groups. 
4. All items of the FFS were found to be significantly discriminat-
ing between the upper quartile and the lower quartile groups. 
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5, A high degree of correlation between the scales indicated con-
struct validity. 
6. Median subscores obtained for the FCS indicated a significantly 
higher degree of affective corrmitment than instrumental or 
moral commitment. 
7. Median subscores obtained for the FCMS indicated that the area 
of the greatest degree of presence of commitment mechanisms 
was in the area of investment. The area of the least degree 
of presence of commitment mechanisms was in the area of morti-
fication. 
8. When the Mann-Whitney U test was utilized it was determined that 
there was a significant relationship between family commitment 
and the wife's employment status (.05), with a comparison of 
the median subscores indicating a higher degree of family 
commitment for those reporting non-working wives. 
9. The Spearman rank correlation coefficient indicated that family 
commitment was significantly and positively related to age 
(.05), number of years married (.005), and number of children· 
(. 05). 
10. When the Kruskal-Wallis one-way analysis of variance test was. 
utilized it was determined that there were strong positive 
relationships between ·a high degree of family commitment and 
high-socio~economic status (~05), conservative religious 
orientation (.0001), and highly religious orientation (.001). 
11. There were no significant relationships between family commit-
ment and sex or religious preference. 
75 
12. When the Spearman rank·correlation coefficient was.applied, it 
was found that there was a significant positive relationship 
between the degree of commitment and the degree of presence 
of commitment mechanisms (.OOQl). 
13. When the Spearman rank correlation coefficient was applied it 
was found that there was.a significant positive relationship 
between the degree of instrumental commitment and the degree 
of presence of instrumental commitment building processes 
(. 0005). 
14. It was found, when the Spearman rank correlation coefficient 
was applied, that there was a significant positive relationship 
between the degree of affective commitment and the degree of 
presence of affective commitment building processes (.0001). 
15. When the Spearman.rank correlation coefficient was applied it 
was found that there was a significant positive relationship 
between the degree of ·moral commitment and the degree of pres-
ence of moral commitment building processes (.0001). 
16. Through the application of the Spearman rank correlation 
coefficient it was found that a significant positive rela-
tionship existed between the degree of commitment and the 
degree of marital need satisfaction (.0001). 
17. When the Spearman.rank correlation coefficient was applied it 
was found that there was a significant positive relationship 
between the degree of commitment and the degree of functional-· 
ity in the family (.0001). 
l~, It was found through the application of the Spearman rank 
correlation coefficient, that a significant positive 
relationship existed between the degree of functionality and 
the degree of presence of commitment mechanisms ( .0001). 
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19. Through the application of the Spearman rank correlation 
coefficient, it was found that there was a significant positive 
relationship between the degree of family functionality and the 
degree of marital need satisfaction (.0001). 
20. When the Mann~Whitney Utest was utilized, it was determined 
that there was a significant relationship between marital 
need satisfaction according to sex (.01) and the wife's 
employment status (.01) with a comparison of the median sub-
scores indicating a higher degree of marital need satisfaction 
for hugbands and for subjects reporting non-working wives. 
21. The Spearman rank correlation coefficient was used to determine 
that there were significant positive relationships between a 
high degree of marital need satisfaction and number of years 
married (.05) and number of children (.05). 
22. When the Kruskal-Wallis one-way analysis of variance test was 
utilized, it was determined that there were strong positive 
relationships between a high degree of marital need satisfac-
tion and conservative religious orientation (.01) and highly 
religious orientation~ (.05). · 
23. There were no significant relationships between marital need 
satisfaction and age, socio-economic.status, or religious 
preference. 
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Canel us ions 
Several major conclusions may be drawn from the results of this 
study.· It has demonstrated that very strong positive relationships 
exist between commitment to the family, the degree to which commitment 
building processes are present in the family, and marital need satis-
faction. Strong positive relationships also exist between instrumental 
commitment and instrumental commitment processes, between affective 
commitment and affective commitment processes, and between moral commit-
ment and moral commitment processes. It was found that family commit-
ment is related to age, the number of years married, the number of. 
children, socio-economic status, the degree and type of religious 
orientation, and the wife 1s employment status. It wa~ found that 
marital need satisfaction is related to sex, number of years married, 
the number of children, the degree and type of religious orientation, 
and the wife 1 s employment status.· 
Exploring, as it did, several relatively uncharted areas, several 
recommendations for future research present themselves. 
l. Since this study was limited to families with young children, 
it would be valuable to repeat the study with families at 
different points on the family life cycle. 
2. It would be of interest to expand the Family Functionality 
Scale to differentiate between the degree of functionality 
perceived by the family member as originating from related 
social structures outside the family, such as the extended 
family, the church, government agencies or other social struc-
tures. A comparison could then be made, in terms of family 
commitment and marital need satisfaction, between those. 
perceiving much support coming from outside the family with 
those who perceived most support coming from within the 
family. 
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3. Findings suggest that certain behaviors are part of the commit-
ment processes which facilitate commitment. A further exp~ ana-
tion of these processes could result in the development of 
therapeutic strategies for strengthening commitment in families. 
4. Commitment is a part of all social systems. It is the binding 
force which links the individual to the system. This study 
has explored the commitment process as it applies to the 
family system. An extensive exploration of the commitment 
process could be undertaken applying the theoreti ca 1 structure 
of the commitment process to a variety of societal institutions. 
An understanding of the commitment process could be used (or 
misused) by organizations, businesses, or governments to 
increase the level of commitment to those structures. 
5. The findings of this study suggest that an exploration of 
the relationships which exist between the commitment process 
and behavioral psychology could be very rewarding and perhaps 
form a basis for a related ''behavioral sociology. 11 
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OKLAHOMA STATE UNIVERSITY LETTERHEAD 
March 20, 1975 
Dear Parent: 
You and most other Americans ·may have-often ·wondered, 11 How can family 
life be made stronger and more ·sati·sfying? 11 ·The Department of Family 
Relations and Child Development·at Oklahoma·State University is conduct-
ing a statewide research project-which ·is attempting to gain greater 
understanding of family relationships. 
It is hoped that the information gained from this research can help 
those -who work with families such as ministers, counselors, and day 
care center~ to be better able to ser1t1e·families. Your cooperation 
is requested because we feel that families like yours have a greater 
knowledge of the rewards-and problems of family life than does anyone 
else. 
If you would be kind enough to assist us in this research, you (both 
husband and wife) are asked to fill out the enc~osed questionnaires. 
The two questionnaires are.identical; one is for the husband to fill 
out and one is for the wife to fill out. When ·you finish please seal 
the questionnaires. in the attached unmarked envelopes and return them 
to the director of your child's day care center or preschool. It and 
other sealed questionnaires will be placed in a large envelope and 
your.name will be checked off a list of those who have been chosen to 
participate in the study. You are asked to·return the questionnaires 
at the earliest possible date; Please·return them no later than 
April 15. 
As you answer the questions please do not consult with each other or 
compare answers. Your answers are confidential. You are asked not 
to put your name on the questionnaire, you are encouraged to answer 
all the questions as honestly ·as possible.· We ·are not interested 
in how you th ink you should answer the questi.on·s, but we are interested 
in what you actually feel and.do in your family situation. 
Your assistance with this research is greatly appreciated. It is 
through the participation of individuals such as you that we gain greater 
knowledge and understanding of family life as it is today. 
Sincerely yours, 
Paul W. Stevenson, B.A., B.S.ed., M.A. 
Dept. of Family Relations and 
Child Development 
Oklahoma State University 
Nick Stinnett, Ph.D. 
Associate Professor 
Dept. of Family Relations and 
Child Development 
Oklahoma State University 
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Oklahoma State University 
Division of Home Economics 
Department of Family Relations 
and Child Development 
Your cooperation in this research project is greatly appreciated. 
Your contribution in a research project of this type helps us to gain 
greater insight·and knowledge into family relationships. 
Please check or fill in·answers as ·appropriate to each question. 
Your answers ·are confidential ·and anonymous. since you do not have to 
put your name on the questionnaire. · Pl ease be as honest in your 
answers as possible. There are no right or wrong answers. 
1. Family Member: Husband· · Wife 
2. Race·· 1. White 
2. Black 
3. Indian 
4. Oriental 
5. Other 
3. Age: 
4. Religious Preference 
1. Roman Catholic 
2. Protestant 
3. Jewish 
4. None 
5. Other 
5. Who earns most of the income for your family? 
1 • Husband 
--2. Wife 
3. Other 
--
6. Educational- Attainment: 
Husband Wife 
1 • Less than grade 8 
2. Completed 9th 
3. Attended high school, but didn't graduate 
4. Graduated from high school 
5. Attended college two or more years 
6. Graduated from 4-year college 
7. Completed graduate work · 
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7. Husband's Occupation: 
~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
8. Wife's Occupation: 
~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
9. Major source of income for the family: 
1. Inherited savings and investments 
-- 2. Earned wealth, transferable investment 
3. Profits, royalties, fees 
--4. Salary, commissions {regular, monthly, yearly) 
5. Hourly wages, weekly checks 
-- 6. Odd jobs, seasonal work, private charity 
--
--
7. Public relief or charity 
10. Residence: 
--
l . On farm or in co_untry 
2, Small town under 259000 
==== 3 City of 25,000 to 50,000 
4. City of 50,000 to 100,000 
--
--
5. City of over 100,000 
11. Indicate below your family's degree of religious orientation: 
--
1. Very religious 
--
2. Religious 
-- 3, A little religious 
4. Non-religious 
-- 5, Anti-religious 
--
12, Indicate below your family's present type of religious orientation:_ 
l, Orthodox/fundamentalist 
-- 2. Conservative 
-- 3. Middle-of-road 
4, Liberal 
-- 5. None 
--
13. How long have you been married ,to your present spouse? _____ '--
14, If this is not your first marriage was your previous marriage ended 
by: 
l. Divorce 
--
--
2. Death of spouse 
15. How many children do you have? -
~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
16. What are their ages? 
~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~-
17. Indicate the degree of closeness of your relationship with your 
children on the following 5 point scale (with 5 representing the 
greatest degree of closeness and l ,representing·the least degree. 
1 2 3 4 5 
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18. Please rate the happiness of your marriage on the following 5 point 
scale {5 represents the·greatest de9reeof happiness and 1 repre".' 
sents the·least·degree·of·happfoess).:··· Circle the point which most 
nearly describes your degree-of happiness. 
1 2 3 4 5 
19. Please rate the happiness ·of your relationship with your child on 
the following fr point seal e (5 represents ·the greatest degree of 
happiness and 1 represents the least degree of happiness.) Circle 
the point which most nearly describes your degree·of happiness. 
1 2 3 4 5 
20. Now we would like to find out how satisfied you are with your mate's 
performance of certain marriage roles at the present time.· Please 
answer each question by circling·the most appropriate letter at 
the right of each· item. 
Circle VS if you feel very satisfied; circle S if you feel satisfied; 
circle U if you feel undecided; ·circle US if you feel unsatisfied; 
and VUS if you feel ·verrunsati·sfi ed. 
How satisfied are you with your mate in each of the following areas? 
1. Providing a feeling of securHy in me. vs s u us VUS. 
2. Expressing affection toward me. vs s u us vus 
3. Giving me an optimistic feeling toward 
1 i fe. vs s u us vus 
4. Expressing a feeling of being emotionally 
close to me. vs s u us VUS· 
5. Bringing out the best qualities in me. vs s u us vus 
6. Helping me to become a more·interesting 
person. vs s u us vus 
7. Helping me to continue to develop my 
personality. vs s u us vus 
8, Helping ·me to achieve my i-ndividual 
'potential (become what I ·am·capable 
of becoming), 
9. Being a good listener. 
10. Giving·me· encouragement when I am 
discouraged, 
11. Accepting my differentness. 
12, Avoiding habits which annoy me. 
13. Letting me know how he or she ·really 
feels about something. 
14. Trying to find satisfactory·solutions 
to our disagreements. 
15. Expressing disagreement with me honestly 
and openly, 
16, Letting me know when he or she is 
displeased with me. 
17. Helping me to feel that life has meaning, 
18, Helping me to feel needed. 
19. Helping me to feel that my· 1 i fe is serving 
a purpose. 
20. Helping me to obtain satisfaction and 
pleasure in daily activities. 
21. Giving me-recognition for my past 
accomplishments. 
22. Helping me·to feel that my life has 
been important. 
23. Helping me to accept my past life exper-
iences as good and rewarding. 
24. Helping me to accept myse 1 f despite my 
shortcomings, 
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vs s u us vus 
vs s u us vus 
vs s u us vus 
vs s u us vus 
vs s u us vus 
vs s u us vus 
vs. s u us vus 
vs s u us vus 
vs s u us vus 
vs s u us vus 
vs s u us vus 
vs s u us vus 
vs s u us vus 
vs s u us vus 
vs s u us vus 
vs s u us vus 
vs s u us vus 
21. Indicate the degree to which you agree or disagree with each of 
the fol lowing statements about your family life by ·circling the 
response which most nearly describes your feelings. There are 
no right or wrong answers. The response code is as follows: 
SA=Strongly Agree, A=Agreei U=Undecided, D=Disagree, SD=Strongly 
Disagree. 
1. My spouse and I are married 11 til death 
do us part. 11 SA A U D SD 
2. Even.if I became unhappy with my marriage 
I would want to stay married for ·the good 
of the children. SA A U D SD 
3. I might someday get a divorce if things 
got bad enough. SA A U D SD 
4. I would get a divorce if I found something 
better. SA A U D SD 
5. Something else could meet-my needs just as 
well as my family does. SA A U D SD 
6. My spouse usually expresses great affec-
tion toward me. SA A U D SD 
7. My spouse usually expresses a feeling of 
being emotionally close to me. SA A U D SD 
8. My spouse usually understands my feelings. SA A U D SD 
9. I usually understand my spouse 1s feelings. SA A U D SD 
10. I usually understand my children 1s 
feelings~ SA A U D SD 
11. I usually express great affection toward 
my spouse. SA A U D SD 
12. I usually express great affection toward 
my·children. SA A U D SD 
13. Often romantic love 11 cools off 11 after 
marriage. This has happened in my 
marriage. SA A U D SD 
14. There are often serious conflicts 
among members of my family. SA A U D SD 
15. In my family we rarely see eye to eye 
on moral matters. SA A U D SD 
92 
16. I doubt some 'Of ·the values my· spouse 
believes· to be very··i·mportant. 
17. When my spouse's ·expectations ·of ·me are' 
bothersom~,. I think it ·is all 'right. to 
ignore them. 
18. I always do·pretty much what I want to 
do no matter what my spouse wants me to 
do. 
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·SA A U D SD 
SA A U D SD 
·SA A U D SD 
22. Indicate the·degree to·which·you·agree·or disagree with each of the 
'following· statements about your 0family life by circling the response 
that most nearly describes your feelings. There are no right or 
wrong answers. The response code·is as follows: SA=Strongly Agree, 
A=Agree, U=Undecided, D=Qisagree, SD=Strongly:. Disagree. 
1. I often do without things I·would like for 
the good of ·the family. SA A U D SD 
2. I often give up time doing things I enjoy 
in order to ·be with my family. SA A U D SD 
3. I have given up some of the things I wanted 
in life for the good of the family. SA A U D SD 
4. I make very few sacrifices for my.family.· SA A U D SD 
5. I spend little time .with my family. SA A U D SD 
6. I consider the money that·I earn as 
belonging to me rather than·belonging 
to ·the whole family. SA A U D SD 
7. I often work on projects at home which 
benefit my family. SA A U D SD 
8. I believe that, for me, 11marriage is 
forever. 11 SA A U D SD 
9. I have friends with whom I feel as close 
as I do to my family members. SA A U D SD 
10. If my family does not like a particular 
friend of mine I contim~e 'that friend-
ship anyway. SA A U D SD 
11. My spouse and· I have·many separate friends;. SA A U D SD 
12~ My parents have a much·less important 
pl ace in my 1 i fe now than they. did before 
I was married. · SA A U D SD 
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13 •. My :spouse ·and· I share 'Similar values·· (such 
as·religious:or·political beliefs}. ·SA A u D SD 
14. My family often works-:together ·on ·house-
hold .chores •. · SA A u D SD 
15. My family often goes ·on family outings 
(picridcs, ·movies, trips, etc.) SA A u D SD 
i· 
16. When an important·decision ·is to be made,· 
my family and I usually ·discuss· it 
together. SA A u D SD 
17. I am usually willing to share my weak- ,. 
nesses and failings with my spouse. • SA A u D SD 
18. I am usually willing to accept criticism 
from my spouse. SA A u D SD 
19. Members of my family are very independent. SA A u D SD 
20. The decisions I make·and the things I 
do are strongly influenced by my family. SA A u D SD 
21. I believe that there is a great 
religious meaning in marriage. SA A u D SD 
22. The happiness of my family is more 
important to me than my own happiness. SA A u D SD 
23. I often experience a really overpowering 
feeling of love for my mate. SA A u D SD 
24. We have many family traditions. SA A u D SD 
23. lndicate·the degree to which the following are supplied by your 
nuclear family (you, your spouse, and your children living in 
your home} 5 represents the greatest degree and l represents the 
least.degree. 
1. Someone with whom to share·secrets and l· 
personal problems l 2 3 4 5 
very very 
1 ittl e great 
2. Continuing financial support 1 2 3 4 5 
very very 
little great 
I· 
3. Help in a financial crisis 
4. Companionship 
5. Recreation 
6. Affection 
7. Meals 
8. Care when ill 
9. Teaching children the limits of 
acceptable behavior 
10. Care of children 
11. A sense of security when I grow old 
12. A sense of purpose in life. 
13. Sexua 1 fulfi 11 ment 
14. Religious education and worship 
15. Teaching children right from wrong 
2 
'very 
little 
1 2 
very 
1 i ttl e 
l 2 
very 
}ittle 
l 2 
very 
little 
l 2 
very 
little 
2 
very 
little 
l 2 
very 
little 
l 2 
very 
little 
l 2 
very 
1 ittl e 
l 2 
very 
little 
1 2 
very 
little 
l 2 
very 
little 
l 2 
very 
1 i ttl e 
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3 4 5 
very 
great 
3 4 5 
very 
great 
3 4 5 
very 
great 
3 4 5 
very 
great 
3 4 5 
very 
great 
3 4 5 
very 
great 
3 4 5 
very 
great 
3 4 5 
very 
great 
3 4 5 
very 
great 
3 4 5 
very 
great 
3 4 5 
very 
great 
3 4 5 
very 
great 
3 4 5 
very 
great 
16. Teaching children what they will need 
to know when they· grow up. · 
17. Help in times of emotional stress 
18. Provide models of manliness and 
women 1 i nes s for the chi 1 dren to 
imitate. 
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] 2 3 4 5 
very very 
1 i ttl e great 
1 2 3 4 5 
very very 
little great 
1 2 3 4 5 
very very 
little great 
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TABLE XVI 
FREQUENCY AND ·PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION 
· OF RESPONSES ·OF -HUSBANDS AND WIVES· 
TO THE MNSS ITEMS 
.... 
. •'•' •'· 
Sa ti sfi.ed Un cert a i 11 Unsatisfied 
Items N % N % N % 
1. Providing a feeling of 
security in me. 108 85.72 7 5.56 11 8.73 
2 .. Expressing affection 
toward me. 98 77. 78 13 10.32 15 11 • 91 
3. Giving me an optimistic 
feeling toward life. 95 75.40 19 15.08 12 9.53 
4. Expressing a feeling of 
being emotionally close 
to me. 98 77. 78 13 10.32 15 11.90 
5. Bringing out the best 
qualities in me. 90 71.43 17 13.49 19 15.08 
6. Helping me to become 
a more.interesti~g 
person. 92 73.02 21 16.67 13 10.32 
7. Help1ng me·to continue to 
deve op my personality. 95 77 .4 18 14.29 13 10.32 
8. Helping me to achieve my 
individual potential 
(Become what I am 
capable of .becoming) 98 77.6 16 12 .8 12 9.6 
9. Being a good listener. 106 76.19 11 8.73 19 15.08 
10. Giving me encouragement 
when I am discouraged. 100 79.37 12 9.52 14 11.11 
11. Accepting ll\Y different-
ness. 94 74. 60 . 16 12.7 16 12.7 
12. Avoiding habits whdch · 
annoy me. 89 62.7 22 17 .46 27 19.84 
13. Letting me·know how he 
or she really feels 
about.something. 91 72.22 '15 11 . 91 20 15.87 
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TABLE XVI ·(CONTINUED) 
....... 
Satisfied Uncertain Unsatisfied 
Items N % N % N % 
. . . . . . . ~ " ' . 
14. Trying to find·saHsfactory 
solutions to·our disagree-
ments. 96 79. l 9 16 12.7 14 11.11 
15. Expressing disagreement -
with .me honestly and 
openly. 104 82.54 14 11.11 8 6.35 
16. Letting me know when 
he or she is displeased 
with me. · 95 75.4 22 17 .46 9 7. 14 
17~ Helping me to feel that 
life has meaning. 102 80.-95 17 13.49 7 5.56 
18. Helping me to feel needed. 106 84.13 15 11 • 91 5 3.97' 
19. Helping me to feel that· 
my life is serving a 
purpose. 102 80.95 14 11.11 10 7.94 
20. Helping me to obtain 
satisfaction and pleasure 
iri daily activities. 93 73.81 20 15.87 13 10.32 
21. Giving me.recognition 
for my past accomplish-
men ts. 103 81. 75 11 8.73 12 9.44 
22. Helping me to feel that 
my life has been important.103. 81. 75 15 11 • 91 8 6.35 
23. Helping me to accept 
my past life experi-
ences as good and 
rewarding. ·· 102 80.95 12 9.52 12 9.52 
24. Helping me to accept 
myself despite my 
sho.rtcomings. 149 79.57 19 15.08 8 6.35 
·'·:• 
l. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 
7. 
8. 
9. 
10. 
TABLE·· XVI I · 
FREQUENCY.AND PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION 
OF·RESPONSES·OF-HUSBANDS·AND WIVES 
TO THE FCS ·ITEMS 
Agree~ Uncertain 
Items N % N % 
My spouse and I are 
married 11 til death 
do us· part~ 11 100 79.37 7 5.56 
Even if I became 
unhappy with my 
marriage I would 
want to stay married 
for the good of the 
children. 53 42.06 22 17 .46 
I might someday get 
a divorce if things 
got bad enough. 64 50.79 32 25.4 
I would get a divorce 
if I found something 
better. 11 8.73. 11 8.73 
Something else could 
meet my needs just as 
well as my family does. 5 4. 10 8. 
My spouse usually 
expresses great affec-
tion toward me. 88 69.84 13 10.32. 
My spouse usually 
expresses a feeling 
of being emotionally 
close·to me. 88 69.84 18 14. 29 . 
My spouse usually 
understands my 
feel in gs. · 80 63.49 23 18.25 
I usually understand 
my spouse's feelings. 87 69.05 22 17 .46 
I usually understand 
my children's feelings. 106 84.13 17 13.49 
100 
Disagree· 
N % 
19 15.08 
51 40.48 
30 23. 81 
104 82.54 
137 88. 
25 19.84 
20 15.87 
23 18.25 
17 13 .49 
3 2.38 
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TABLE XVII (CONTINUED) 
Agree Uncertain Disagree 
Item N % N % N % 
11. I usually express great 
affection toward my 
spouse. 90 71. 43 15 11 • 91 21 16. 67 
12. I usually express great 
affection toward my 
children. 118 93.65 6 4.76 2 1.59 
13. Often romantic love 
"cools off 11 after 
marriage. This has 
happened in my 
marriage. 51 40.48 11 8.73 66 52.38 
14. There are often 
serious conflicts 
among members of 
my family. 23 18. 25 11 8.73 92 73.02 
150 In my family we 
rarely see eye to 
eye on moral matters. 10 7.94 8 6.35 108 85. 71 
16. I doubt some of the 
values my spouse 
believes to be 
very important. 22 17 .46 14 11. 11 90 74.43 
l 7. When my spouses's 
expectations of me 
are bothersome, I 
th i n k i t i s a 11 
right to ignore 
them. 19 '15.08 12 9.52 95 75.40 
18. I a 1 ways do pretty 
much what I want to 
do no matter what 
my spouse wants 
to do, 22 17 .46 8 6.35 22 76. 19 
. 1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 
7. 
8. 
9. 
TABLE XVII I 
FREQUENCY AND PERGENTAGE ·DISTRIBUHON 
OF RESPONSES OF HUSBANDS AND WIVES 
TO THE -FCMS ITEMS 
Agree Uncertain 
Item N % N % 
.. 
" 
_Loften .do .without 
things I would like 
for the good of the 
family. 95 75.4 11 8.73 
I often give up.time 
doing things I enjoy 
in order to be wit~ 
my family. 94 74.6 13 1o.32 
I have given up some 
of the things I 
wanted in life for 
the· gqod of the 
family. 78 61. 91 12 9.52 
I make · very few 
sacrifices for my· 
family. 16 12.70 18 14.29 
I spen~ 1 i ttl e time 
with my family. 7 5.56 7 5.56 
I consider the money 
that I earn·as belong~ 
i ng to me rather than . 
belonging to the whole 
family. 3 2.38 5 3.97 
I often work on projects 
at home.which benefit 
my family. 101 80. 16 13 10~32 
I believe that, for 
me, 11 Marriage is 
forever. 11 96 76 .19 ' 14 11.11 
I .have·friends with 
whom I feel as close 
as J do to my family 
members. 37 29.37 11 8. 73 ' 
102 
Disagree 
N % 
20 15.87 
19 15.08 
36 28.57 
92 73.02 
112 88.89 
118 93.65 
12 9.52 
16 12.7 
78 61. 91 
103 
TABLE ·XVI II (CONTINUED) 
Agree- Uncertain Disagree 
Item N %. N % N % 
10. If my family does not 
like a particular friend 
of mtne I continue that 
friendship anyway. 45 52.38 5 3.97 55 43.65 
11. My sp~>Use and I have many 
separate friends. 66 52.38 5 3.97 . 55 43.65 
12. My parents have a much less 
important p-lace in my life 
now tha·n . they .did before 
I was married. 75 59.52 7 5.56 44 34.92 
13. My spouse and I share 
similiar values (such 
as relirous or-political 
beliefs • 111 88. l 0 7 5.56 8 6.35 
14. My family often works 
together on household 
chores. 97 76.98 8 6.35 21 16. 67 
15. My family often goes on 
family outings {picnics, 
movies, trips, .etc.) 102 80.95 10 7 .94. 14 11.11 
16. When an important decis-
ion is to ·be made 9 .my 
family and I usually 
discuss it together. 113 89.68 4 3.18 9 7 .14 
17. I am usually willing 
to share my weaknesses 
and failings with my 
sp.ouse. 100 79. 37 . 13 10.32 13 10.32 
18. I am usually willing to 
accept criticism from 
my spouse. 98 69.84 15 11 • 91 23 18.25 
19. Members of my family are 
very independent. 66 52.38 28 22.22 32 25.40 
104 
TABLE XVI II · (CONTINUED) 
· Agree Uncertain Disagree 
Item NI % N % N % 
20. The decisions I make 
and the things I do 
are strongly influenced 
by my family. 113 89.68 10 7.94 3 2.38 
21. I believe that there is 
a great religious mean~ 
ing in marriage. 71 65.85· 24 19. 51 18 14.63 
22. The happiness of my 
family is more imper-. 
tant to me than my own 
happiness. 83 67.48 24 19.51 16 13. 01 
23. I often exp~ri ence ·a 
really overpowering 
feeling of love for 
my mate. 99. 80.49 11 8.94 13 10.57 
24. We have many family 
traditions. 65 52.03 24 19. 51 35 28.46 
1. 
2. 
3 •. 
4. 
5. 
6. 
7. 
8. 
9. 
10. 
11. 
12. 
13. 
14. 
15. 
TABLE XIX 
FREQUENCY AND PERCENTAGE·DISTRIBUTION 
· OF RESPONSES OF HUSBANDS ·AND WIVES 
TO THE FFS ITEMS 
Great Somewhat 
Items N % N % 
Someone with whom to 
share secrets and 
personal problems l 01 80.8 16 12.8 
Continuing financial 
support 91 80.8 10 8. 
Help in a financial 
crisis 102 8L6 13 l 0.4 
Companionship 111 88.8 9 7.2 
Recreation 95 76. 20 16. 
Affection 105 84. 13 10.4 
Meals 106 84.8 12 9.6 
Care when i 11 115 92. 8 6.4 
Teaching children the 
limits of acceptable 
behavior •. 116 92.8 8 6.4 
Care for children 113 90.4. 9 7.2 
A sense of security 
when I grow old 97 77 .6 19 15 .2 
A sense of purpose 
in 1 i fe. 105 84.0 16 12.8 
Sexual fulfillment l 01 80.8 13 10.4 
Religious education 
and worship 62 49.6 42 33.6 
Teaching children 
right from wrong 118 94.4 7 5.6 
l 05 
Little 
N % 
8 6.4 
14 11.2 
10 8. 
5 4. 
10 8. 
20 5.6 
7 5.6 
l '.8 
l .8 
3 2.4 
9 7.2 
.4 3.2 
11 8.8 
21 16.8 
0 0 
106 
TABLE XIX {CONTINUED) 
Great_ Somewhat Little 
Items N % N % N % 
16. Teaching children what 
they will need to know 
when they grow up 116 92.8 7 5.6 2 1.6 
17. Help in times of 
emotional stress. 103 82.4 15· 12. 7 5.6 
18. Provide models of manli-
ness and womenliness for 
the children to imitate 111 88.8 13 10.4 1 .8 
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